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Preface 


This  information  has  been  assembled  to  support  the  1993  Department  of 
Defense  recommendations  for  base  closures  and  itidignments  inside  the  United  States. 


The  Secretary  of  Defense  transmitted  his  recommended  closures  and 
realignments  to  the  1993  Defense  Base  Gosuie  and  Realignment  Commission  and  to 
the  Congress  in  March  1993.  The  recommendations  were  also  published  in  the  Federal 
Register. 


Chapter  Four  of  this  report  contains  the  statutory  recommendations,  justifications 
and  process  summaries  the  SKtctary  of  Defense  traitsmitted  to  the  Commission,  the 
Congress,  and  the  Federal  Register  pursuant  to  Public  Law  101-510,  as  amended. 
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Executive  Summary 


Introduction 

This  report  describes  the  Department  of  Defense  recommendations  for  base 
closures  and  realignments  to  the  1S^3  Defense  Base  Dosure  and  Realignment 
Commission  (the  Commission).  The  recommendations  were  submitted  by  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  to  the  Commission  in  March  of  1993,  as  authorized  by  the 
National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Hscal  Year  1993  (Public  Law  101-510,  as 
amended).  The  recommendations  were  also  transmitted  to  the  Congress  and  filed  with 
the  Federal  Register,  as  required  by  the  Act 

The  list  of  military  installations  inside  the  United  States  for  closure  or 
realignment  is  based  on  the  force  structure  plan  and  the  final  criteria,  as  required  by 
the  Act.  The  list  includes  31  major  bases  recommended  for  closure,  12  major  bases 
recommended  for  realignment,  and  122  smaller  base  or  activity  reductions. 

These  recommendations  support  the  national  goals  of  maintaining  military 
effectiveness  while  drawing  down  the  force,  reducing  the  deficit,  and  reinvesting  in 
America. 

The  Department  of  Defense  overall  base  closure  policy  is  an  important  part  of 
this  effort  The  policy  has  five  compelling  characteristics: 

o  It  saves  money  that  would  otherwise  go  to  unnecessary  overhead. 

o  It  supports  military  effectiveness  by  reducing  the  competition  for  ever 
scarcer  resources. 

o  It  is  fair  and  objective. 

0  It  hits  bases  overseas  harder  than  those  at  home. 

o  It  supports  the  investment  necessary  to  foster  economic  growth. 

As  the  Department  implements  the  policy,  DoD  will  recognize  its  special 
obligation  to  the  people  —  military  and  civilian  -  who  won  the  cold  war.  DoD  will 
mec:  that  obligation. 
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Saving  Taxpayer  Dollars  and  Maintaining  Military  EtTectiveness 

Dosing  military  bases  worldwide  saves  taxpayer  dollars;  permits  DoD  to  invest 
properly  in  the  forces  and  bases  it  keeps  in  order  to  ensure  their  continued 
effectiveness;  and  frees  up  valuable  defense  assets  (people,  facilities  and  real  estate)  for 
productive  private  sector  reuse. 

The  defense  budget  will  decline  by  more  than  40  percent  in  real  terms  from 
1985  to  1997,  and  military  personnel  in  the  United  States  will  be  reduced  by  30 
percent  Base  closures  have  lagged  behind  this  overall  drawdown.  No  bases  were 
closed  until  two  years  ago,  following  decisions  made  in  the  1988  and  1991  rounds  of 
base  closures.  Under  those  two  rounds,  domestic  base  structure  was  reduced  by  only 
nine  percent  measured  by  plant  replacement  value. 

Plant  replacement  value  is  what  it  would  cost  to  replace  all  the  buildings, 
pavements,  and  utilities  at  a  base.  DoD  measures  its  progress  in  terms  of  plant 
replacement  value  because  it  is  a  better  measure  of  magnitude  than  simply  counting 
large  bases  and  small  bases  equally. 

Failure  to  close  bases  in  line  with  reductions  in  budgets  and  personnel 
constitutes  a  double  hit:  Resources  are  drained  into  bases  not  needed,  and,  therefore, 
resources  are  not  available  to  buy  the  things  DoD  does  need. 

The  Planned  15193  Round  of  Closures 
Will  Save  $3.1  Billion  Per  Year 

The  following  table  shows  the  costs  and  savings  associated  with  the  1993 
closures  and  realignments: 

Net  costs  in  FY  1994  through  1996  $1.7  billion 

Net  savings  in  FT  1997  through  1999  $5.7  billion 

Net  savings  during  implementation  $4.0  billion 

Annual  savings  thereafter  ($FY99)  $3.1  billion 

The  1993  program,  coupled  with  the  previously  approved  1988  and  1991 
closures,  will  reduce  the  domestic  base  structure  by  about  15  percent  (measured  by 
replacement  value).  All  three  rounds  of  closures  together,  when  complete  in  1999,  will 
produce  $5.6  billion  in  annual  recurring  savings,  measured  in  FY  19S^  dollars. 
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Being  Objective  and  Fair 


Congress  has  given  the  Executive  Branch  extraordinary  authority  to  close 
domestic  bases,  provided  the  Executive  Branch  follows  the  established  rules  strictly 
and  keeps  faith  with  the  Congress. 

This  means  using  an  objective,  fair  analytical  process  for  closing  bases  that  will 
withstand  scrutiny  by  the  Defense  Base  Qosure  and  Realignment  Commission,  the 
General  Accounting  Office,  Congress  and  the  public.  Thr  process  which  has  worked 
well  so  far,  is  described  in  Chapter  One  of  this  report 

The  Military  Departments  and  Defense  Agencies  made  their  reconunendadons  to 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  on  February  22,  1993.  The  Joint  Staff  and  the  Office  of  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  reviewed  the  recommendadons  and  underlying  analyses  to  ensure 
that  the  law  and  DoD  policies  were  followed. 

The  Military  Department  and  Defense  Agency  recommendadons  were  founded 
on  the  final  selection  criteria  and  a  6-year  force  structure  plan.  Chapter  Two  of  this 
report  describes  the  criteria  and  Chapter  Three  contains  the  unclassified  version  of  the 
force  structure  plan. 

The  Secretary’s  recommendadons  are  consistent  with  a  six-year  force  souemre 
plan.  The  plan  DoD  has  used  is  the  Bush  Administration’s  "base  force."  The  legal 
deadline  for  recommendations  precluded  DoD  from  making  changes  based  on  future 
force  reductions  not  yet  decided. 

The  "base  force"  has  twelve  active  Army  divisions;  DoD  will  have  room  to 
station  all  of  thenc  It  has  twelve  carriers;  DoD  will  have  room  to  berth  all  of  them.  It 
has  1,098  active  Air  Force  fighters;  DoD  will  have  room  to  beddown  all  of  them. 

Unless  the  force  struemre  is  increased  above  the  "base  force,"  DoD  has  all  the 
bases  it  needs. 

The  Department  is  confident,  therefore,  that  future  changes  will  decrease  force 
structure,  and  will  require  more,  not  fewer,  base  closures  than  those  recommended  at 
this  time.  The  Secret^  of  Defense  did  not  recoirunend  any  base  for  closure  that 
would  conceivably  be  kept  open  under  a  revised  force  structure  plan.  The  Secretary's 
list  of  military  installations  inside  the  United  States  recommended  for  closure  or 
realignment,  a  summary  of  the  selection  process  that  resulted  in  each  recommendation, 
and  a  justification  for  each  recommendation  is  in  Chapter  Four  of  this  report 
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Wluls  the  rsco'.ruTTcadadQOs  stand  on  their  own  merits,  it  is  important  to  note 
two  additional  points.  First,  with  respect  to  maintenance  depots,  there  was  not 
sufficient  time  for  the  Office  of  the  i>ccrctary  of  Defease  to  review  all  potential 
interservicing  pcssibUities.  The  Secretary  suggested  that  the  Coirj'oission  examine 
those  possibilities.  Second,  some  instailations  host  non-defense  government  activities, 
and  it  was  not  possible  to  evaluate  fully  the  act  impact  of  the  recominendations  on 
chose  activities.  The  Secretary  suggested  that  the  Commission  devote  some  attention  to 
those  potential  iiiqiacts. 

Considering  Regiantd  Impacts  Carefully 

The  Secreuuy  of  Defense  carefully  considered  the  regional  economic  impacts  of 
these  ncce:s:>ary,  yet  tough,  closure  decisions.  In  looking  at  thd!  regional  impacts,  the 
Secretary  considered  the  cumulative  economic  impact  of  previously  approved  closures 
as  well  ST  the  ones  recomrnended  in  this  report  The  Secretary  was  concerned  net  only 
about  the  impacts  at  bases  on  DoD’s  1993  closure  list,  but  also  about  the  effects  at 
bases  closed  by  earlier  rouids. 

Reducing  Overseas  Bases  Even  More 

DoD  is  reduciiig  its  military  forces  and  its  overseas  l«isc  structure  much  more 
than  in  the  U.S. 

DoD  2ns,  to  date,  an^iounced  it  will  cno  or  reduce  Its  operations  overseas  at  sites 
?ccounting  for  2S  piercent  of  replacement  value. 

DoD’s  nlai:  is  to  reduce  the  replacement  value  of  the  overseas  base  structure  by 
35-40%  as  we  complete  our  reduction  la  personnel  stationed  overseas  to  about 
200.000. 

DoD  base  spending  overseas  wLl  also  decline  dramatically,  both  because  of 
troop  reductiens  and  because  Japi>n  and  Koiea  are  paying  an  increasing  share  of  the 
costs  of  atatiooing  U.S.  forces  there. 

While  DoD  will  continue  lo  reduce  its  forward  deployed  forces,  those  forces 
have  played  a  funrlameiital  role  in  regions  vital  to  the  national  interest  Permanently 
stationing  and  periodically  deploying  forces  overseas  have  been  key  to  averting  crises 
and  preveniing  war.  They  show  our  commitment  lend  credibility  to  our  alliances, 
enhance  rogiona]  stability,  provide  crisis  respease  capability,  and  promote  U.S. 
influence  and  access  throughout  the  world. 
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Supporting  the  Reinvestment  Necessary 
to  Restore  Economic  Growth 

Closing  domestic  bases  and  reducing  DoD’s  weapons  and  equipment  purchases 
are  critical  elements  of  a  balanced  defense  drawdown  one  which  will  preserve  a 
fully  capable,  albeit  smaller,  military. 

Nationally,  the  drawdown  in  defense  spending  does  not  pose  any  extraordinary 
problems  for  the  economy.  The  economic  impact  of  the  planned  drawdown  is  actually 
smaller  than  the  impacts  after  the  Korean  and  Vietnam  wars.  However,  the  impacts 
are  substantial  in  regions  where  the  local  economy  dei)ends  heavily  on  defense 
spending. 

Closing  domestic  military  bases  is  difficult,  especially  for  the  communities 
affected.  A  close  woridng  relationship  between  the  bases  and  local  communities  is 
essential  to  helping  the  closure  process  proceed  smoothly.  Early  development  of  a 
viable  reuse  pUui  speeds  the  process  immensely  and  benefits  everyone-economic 
recovery  is  expedited  and  DoD  savings  are  realized  sooner.  The  Department  is 
committed  to  the  close  cooperation  needed  to  make  this  hs^pen.  Chapter  Five  of  this 
report  describes  the  bare  closure  implementation  process  and  the  Department’s 
programs  to  ease  the  impact. 

In  particular,  DoD  can  help  support  economic  grov^ih  by  promoting  productive 
private  sector  reuse  of  base  facilities  and  real  estate  no  longer  needed  by  defense. 

History  shows  that  most  local  communities  economically  recover  from  base 
closures  and  actually  end  up  better  off,  with  more  jobs  and  a  more  diverse  economic 
base  -  but  in  the  past  the  recovery  has  been  too  slow  and  too  costly. 

DoD  is  developing  a  new  reuse  and  reinvestment  strategy  with  initiatives  that 
will:  close  bases  more  quickly,  thereby  making  them  available  for  reuse  more  quickly; 
promote  reuse  opportunities,  in  concert  with  local  community  efforts;  and,  refocus 
DoD  internally  to  consider,  for  the  first  time,  the  trade-offs  between  DoD  needs  and 
local  community  needs.  The  law  gives  the  Secretary  of  Defense  considerable  authority 
to  decide  whether  the  land  is  sold  or  given  away,  and  to  whom  it  should  go. 

DoD’s  Office  of  Economic  Adjustment  (OEA)  spearheads  the  President’s 
Economic  Adjustment  Committee  which  focuses  Federal  assistance  programs  on 
adversely  affected  communities.  OEA  also  gives  planning  assistance  grants  to  affected 
communities.  In  addition,  DoD  funds  ($80  million  in  FY  1993)  will  help  the 
Economic  Development  Administration  to  assist  communities. 
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DoD  wants  to  ensure,  wherever  possible,  that  environmental  cleanup  is  not  a 
barrier  to  economic  recovoy.  DoD  has  spent  and  will  continue  to  spend  significant 
defense  resources  on  environmental  restoration,  but  will  need  help  from  Congress  and 
the  Environmental  Protecdon  Agency  to  streamline  the  process. 

Lastly,  DoD  will  woit  to  create,  in  coordination  with  other  Cabinet  agencies,  a 
new  conununity  economic  redevelopment  fund  to  help  communides  most  affected  by 
base  closures.  The  fund  will  be  us^  as  a  catalyst  to  spur  new  economic  growth, 
especially  where  recovery  would  be  difficult.  Funding  will  be  fvovided  by  setting 
aside  a  portion  of  the  net  savings  from  base  closures. 

Conclusion 

Because  of  the  collapse  of  the  Soviet  Union  and  the  end  of  the  Cold  War,  the 
Department  of  Defense  must  get  smaller.  Qosiog  military  bases  is  essential  to 
balancing  the  drawdown  of  forces  and  budgets  with  infrastructure  and  overhead  costs. 

DoD  is  downsizing  in  the  way  many  major  corporations  are.  Just  as  they  are 
eliminating  overhead  uid  closing  uimeeded  plants,  so  we  are  inacdvadng  forces, 
eliminating  overhead  and  closing  military  bases  worldwide.  By  downsizing  this  way, 
DoD  makes  resources  available  to  allow  us  to  do  die  right  thing  in  Defense:  maintain 
the  quality  of  our  people  in  uniform  and  maintain  the  technological  edge  of  their 
weapons. 


Chapter  1 

The  Base  Closure  Process 


PubUc  Law  101.510 

Tbe  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1991  (Utle  XXIX  of 
Public  Law  101  >5 10.  as  amended)  established  new  inxx^ures  for  closing  or  realigning 
military  installations  inside  the  United  States.  The  Act  was  amended  by  both  the  1992 
and  1S^3  National  Defense  Authorization  Acts.  The  amended  Act  is  at  Appendix  A. 

The  Act  established  an  independent  Defense  Base  Qosure  and  Realignment 
Commission.  The  Commission  is  charged  with  reviewing  the  base  closure  and 
realignment  recommendations  of  t'te  Secretary  of  Defense  during  calendar  years  1991, 
1993.  and  1995. 

The  Act  specifies  procedures  which  the  Congress,  the  President,  the  Department 
of  Defense  (DoD),  the  General  Accounting  Office,  the  General  Services 
Administration,  and  the  Commission  must  follow,  in  order  for  bases  to  be  closed  or 
realigned  inside  the  United  States.  The  Act  defines  "Umted  States"  to  be  the  50  States, 
the  District  of  Columbia,  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  Guam,  the  Virgin  Islands, 
American  Samoa,  and  any  other  commonwealth,  territory,  or  possession  of  the  United 
States.  The  Act  also  est^lishes  certain  thresholds  for  applicability  of  th:  Act  to 
closures  and  realignments,  which  arc  those  established  in  Section  2687,  Title  10, 

United  States  Code  (see  Appendix  B). 

1993  DoD  Base  Closure  Actions 

Public  Law  101-510  requires  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  submit  to  the  Congress 
and  the  Commission  a  force  structure  plan  for  fiscal  years  1994  through  1999.  The 
Act  requires  that  the  Secretary’s  recommendations  for  closure  or  realignment  be  based 
on  this  force  structure  plan.  The  unclassified  version  of  the  plan  is  in  Chapter  2.  The 
complete  force  structure  plan,  which  was  i^ovided  to  the  Corrunission  and  to  the 
Congress,  is  classified  SECRET. 
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Public  Law  101-510  also  requires  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  develop  criteria  to 
be  used  in  selecting  bases  for  closure  and  realignment  In  developing  the  criteria,  the 
Secretary  was  required  to  publish  proposed  criteria  in  die  Federal  Register  and  solicit 
public  comments.  Qiapter  3  describes  the  steps  taken  by  DoD  in  developing  the  final 
criteria.  The  final  criteria  were  subject  to  Congressional  review  between  February  15, 
1991,  and  March  15,  1991.  ilie  criteria  became  final  on  March  15,  1991. 

On  December  15,  1992,  the  Department  of  Defense  published  in  the  Federal 
Register  a  notice  that  DoD  would  use  the  final  criteria  approved  in  1991  for  the  1993 
base  closure 

Under  the  law,  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  no  later  than  March  15,  1993,  can 
publish  in  the  Federal  Register  and  transmit  to  the  congressional  defense  committees 
and  the  Commission  a  list  of  military  installations  inside  the  United  States  that  the 
Secretary  recommends  for  closure  or  realignment  on  the  basis  of  the  force  structure 
plan  and  the  final  criteria.  This  repon  describes  the  recommendations  the  Secretary 
made  and  transmitted  to  the  Commission,  the  congressional  defense  committees,  and 
the  Federal  Register  on  March  12,  1993.  The  list  of  military  installations,  the  selection 
processes,  and  the  recommendations  and  jusdiicadons  are  in  Chapter  4.  The 
Secretary’s  transmittal  letter  to  the  Commission  is  in  Appendix  C. 

The  selection  process  was  not  only  based  upon  the  force  structure  plan  and  the 
final  criteria,  but  also  upon  policy  guidance  issued  by  the  Department  of  Defense  to 
the  Military  Departments  and  Defense  Agencies  regarding  the  1993  base  closure  and 
realignment  analysis  process.  These  guidance  memoranda  are  at  Appendix  D. 

The  1993  Commissioo 

The  Defense  Base  Qosure  and  Realignment  Commission  is  established  by  law 
to  review  the  Secretary  of  Defense’s  base  closure  and  realignment  recommendadons. 
The  members  of  the  Commission  are  appointed  by  the  President  with  the  advice  and 
consent  of  the  United  States  Senate. 

The  Commission  is  required  to  conduct  public  hearings  on  the 
recommendations.  The  1993  Commission  must  report  to  the  President  by  July  1,  1993, 
on  its  findings,  conclusions  and  recommendadons  for  closures  and  realignments  inside 
the  United  States. 

The  Commission  may  make  changes  in  any  of  the  Secretary’s  recommendations 
if  the  Commission  determines  that  the  Secretary  deviated  substantially  from  the  force 
structure  plan  and  the  final  criteria  in  making  recommendations.  The  Commission  is 
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required  to  explain  and  justify  in  its  repon  to  the  President  any  recommendation  that  is 
different  from  the  recommendations  made  by  the  Secretary.  The  Commission  is 
further  required  to  base  any  change  on  the  force  structure  plan  and  the  criteria,  and  to 
publish  proposed  changes  and  to  hold  public  hearings  on  those  changes. 

The  Role  of  the  General  Accounting  Office 

Public  Law  101-510  requires  the  General  Accounting  Office  (GAO)  to  monitor 
the  activities,  as  they  occur,  of  the  Military  Departments,  the  Defense  Agencies  and  the 
Department  of  Defease  in  selecting  bases  for  closure  or  realignment  under  the  Act. 

The  GAO  is  required  to  provide  the  Commission  and  the  Congress  with  a 
detailed  analysis  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense’s  recommendations  and  selection  process. 
The  GAO  report,  due  by  April  15,  1993.  is  also  intended  to  describe  how  the  DoD 
selection  process  was  conducted  and  whether  it  met  the  requirements  of  the  Act  In 
addition,  the  GAO  is  required  to  assist  the  Commission,  if  requested,  with  its  review 
and  analysis  of  the  Secretary's  recommendations. 

Th<°!  Role  of  the  President 

The  President  has  an  important  role  in  establishing  the  Commission.  The 
President  nominates  the  eight  commissioners  and  designates  the  Chairman  of  the 
Commission. 

Public  Law  101-510  specifies  that  the  President  is  to  receive  the  Commission's 
recommended  closures  and  realignments  by  July  1,  1993.  The  President  then  approves 
or  disapproves  the  Commission’s  recommendations  by  July  15,  1993.  If  the  President 
approves  all  the  Commission's  recommendations,  he  reports  his  approval  to  the 
Congress. 

If  the  President  disapproves  the  Commission’s  recommendations,  in  whole  or  in 
part,  be  informs  the  Commission  and  the  Congress  of  the  reasons  for  that  disapproval. 
Should  the  President  disapprove  the  Commission’s  recommendations,  the  Commission 
has  until  August  15,  1993,  to  revise  their  recommendations  and  resubmit  them  to  the 
President 

The  President  men  approves  or  disapproves  the  Commission’s  revised 
recommendations  by  September  1,  1993.  If  the  President  approves  ail  the  revised 
recommendations,  he  reports  his  approval  to  the  Congiess. 
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Should  the  Prssident  not  approve  the  revised  recommendations  by  September  1. 
1993,  the  1993  procedures  for  selecting  bases  to  be  closed  or  realigned  under  the  Act 
would  be  terminated. 


The  Role  of  the  Congress 

The  Congress  of  the  United  States  plays  a  number  of  important  roles  regarding 
defense  base  closures  and  realignments.  First,  Congress  passed  and  amended  Public 
Law  101*510,  which  established  die  exclusive  procedures  for  selecting  and  carrying  out 
domestic  base  closures  and  realignments  (other  than  minor  actions  under  section  2687; 
see  Appendix  6).  In  establishing  these  procedures,  the  Congress'  purpose  was  to 
provide  a  fair  process  that  will  result  in  die  timely  closure  and  realignment  of  military 
installarions  inside  the  United  States. 

Second,  Congress  asked  the  President  in  Public  Law  101*510  to  consult  with  the 
Congressional  leadership  on  his  nominations  of  individuals  to  serve  on  the 
Commission.  In  addition,  the  United  States  Senate  is  required  to  confirm  those 
nominations. 

Third,  Congress  maintains  oversight  over  the  base  closure  procedures  through; 

o  Authority  to  diss^rprove  by  law  the  Secretary's  final  criteria, 

o  Receipt  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense's  force  stzvcture  plan, 

o  Receipt  of  the  Secretary's  recommended  closures  and  realignments,  and 
other  information  submitted  to  the  Commission, 

o  Receipt  of  the  General  Accounting  Office's  report,  and 

o  The  requirenient  that  the  Commission's  proceedings,  information,  and 
deliberations  be  open,  on  request,  to  designated  Members  of  Congress. 

Fbttith,  Congress  has  provided  itself  an  oppomoiir^  to  accept  or  reysct  the 
Commission's  recommendations  in  their  entirety  by  enactment  of  a  lavi*  under 
expedited  legislative  procedures.  Congressional  disapproval  of  the  Commission’s 
recommendations  must  be  accomplished  through  a  joici  resolution  of  disapproval.  Ihe 
Congress  established  a  45*day  period  for  its  review,  as  computed  under  the  law.  The 
period  begins  on  the  date  the  President  transmit^  his  approval  of  the  Commission's 
leconunendations. 
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Finally,  Congress  must  provide  funds  necessary  to  implement  approved  base 
closures  and  realignments. 

Implementing  Base  Closures  and  Realignments 

Chapter  S  contains  a  description  of  the  public  laws,  regulations,  and  programs 
under  which  the  Department  of  Defense  implements  approved  base  closures  or 
realignments  inside  the  United  States. 

Applicability  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 

In  establishing  the  new  base  closure  and  lealigiunent  procedures  in  Public  Law 
101-510,  the  Congress  waived  certain  procedural  elements  of  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA).  This  streamlined  the  environmental  impact 
analysis  {ntrcess  associated  with  closure  and  realignment  decisions,  while  preserving  all 
responsibilities  for  cleanup  and  compliance  with  other  applicable  laws  and  regulations. 

Specifically.  Public  Law  101-510  waived  the  procedures  of  NEPA  as  it  would 
have  applied  to  the  actions  of  DoD  and  the  Commission  in  recommending  bases  for 
closure  and  realignment,  and  to  the  actions  of  the  President  in  approving  or 
disapproving  the  Commission's  recommendations  (see  Appendix  A). 

DoD,  in  carrying  out  its  responsibilities  under  Public  Law  101-510.  included 
environmental  impact  as  one  of  the  final  criteria  for  selecting  bases  for  closure  or 
realigiunent  (see  Cluster  3).  Consequently,  while  environmental  impact  analyses  will 
not  be  accomplished  under  the  provisions  of  NEPA  for  DoD’s  recommendations,  the 
impact  on  the  environment  is  a  consideration  in  DoD's  analysis.  DoD  wants  to  ensure, 
wherever  possible,  that  environmental  cleanup  is  not  a  barrier  to  economic  recovery. 

NEPA  will  apply  to  DoD’s  actions  in  disposing  of  property  and  relocating 
functions  to  receiving  bases  (see  Chapter  5). 

Overseas  Bas>ng 

Chapter  2  contains  a  section  on  the  need  f«n  overseas  basing.  However,  as  the 
United  States  reduces  its  overseas  forces,  ending  or  reducing  operations  at  overseas 
sites  has  become  an  important  part  of  Defense  planning  and  budgeting. 

The  base  closure  and  realignment  procedures  established  by  Public  Law  101-510 
for  domestic  bases  do  not  apply  to  overseas  bases. 
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The  Secretary  of  Defense  has  the  authority  to  end  or  reduce  the  operations  of 
U.S.  forces  overseas.  The  Department  of  Defense  carries  out  these  actions  in 
consultation  with  our  allies  and  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  international  treaties  or 
host  nation  agreements. 

The  Department  of  Defease  has  established  an  ongoing  process  to  announce 
reductions  or  cessations  of  operations  overseas.  To  date,  DoD  has  announced  it  will 
end  or  reduce  its  operations  overseas  at  sites  accounting  for  28  percent  of  plant 
replacement  value.  As  the  ll.S.  continues  to  drawdown  its  overseas  forces  over  the 
next  several  years,  additional  overseas  closures  are  anticipated  which  would  bring  the 
total  drawdown  of  overseas  sites  to  3S-40  percent  of  the  overseas  base  structure. 

Basing  overseas  is  often  different  than  basing  in  the  United  States.  In  the 
United  States,  the  areas  which  make  up  a  base  (operations  and  maintenance  areas, 
training  areas,  offices,  barracks,  family  housing  areas,  recreation  areas,  shopping  areas, 
etc.)  are  usually  contiguous.  Overseas,  each  area  is  often  distinct,  separate  and 
intermingled  with  local  towns,  farms  and  industrial  areas.  These  distinct  sites  are  often 
grouped  administratively  into  combinations  which  if  contiguous  would  resemble  U.S. 
bases. 


DoD*t  Worldwide  Base  Structure 

Appendix  E  provides  a  summary  of  DoD’s  worldwide  base  structure  and  a 
summary  of  domestic  and  overseas  bare  reductions  since  1988. 
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Chapter  2 

Force  Structure  Plan 


Background 

Public  Law  101-510  requires  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  submit  to  the  Congress 
and  to  the  Commission  a  force  structure  plan  for  fiscal  years  1994  through  1999.  The 
Secretary  submitted  the  plan  to  Congress  and  to  the  Commission  on  March  12,  1993. 

The  force  structure  plan  which  follows  incorporates  an  assessment  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  probable  threats  to  the  national  security  during  the  fiscal  year  1994 
through  1999  period,  and  takes  into  account  the  anticipated  levels  of  funding  for  this 
period.  The  plan  comprises  three  sections: 

o  The  military  threat  assessment, 

o  The  need  for  overseas  basing,  and 

0  The  force  structure,  including  the  implementation  plan. 

The  force  structure  plan  is  classified  SECRET.  What  follows  is  the 
UNCLASSIFIED  version  of  the  plan. 

Section  I:  Military  Threat  Assessment 

The  vital  interests  of  the  United  States  will  be  threatened  by  regional  crises 
between  historic  antagonists,  such  as  North  and  South  Korea,  India  and  Pakistan,  and 
the  Middle  East/Persian  Gulf  states.  Also,  the  collapse  of  political  order  as  a  result  of 
ethnic  enmities  in  areas  such  as  Sonudia  and  the  former  Yugoslavia  will  prompt 
international  efforts  to  contain  violence,  halt  the  loss  of  life  and  the  destruction  of 
property,  and  re-establish  civil  society.  The  future  world  ntilitary  situation  will  be 
cha^terized  by  regional  actors  with  modem  destructive  weaponry,  including  chemical 
and  biological  weapons,  modem  ballistic,  missiles,  and,  in  some  cases,  nuclear 
weapons.  The  acceleration  of  regional  strife  caused  by  frustrated  edinic  and 
nationalistic  aspirations  will  increase  the  pressure  on  the  United  Stales  to  contribute 
military  forces  to  international  peacekeeping/enforcement  and  humanitarian  relief 
efforts. 
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The  United  States  faces  three  types  of  conflict  in  the  coming  years:  deliberate 
attacks  on  U.S.  allies  or  vital  interests;  the  escalation  of  regional  conflicts  that 
eventually  threaten  U.S.  allies  or  vital  interests;  and  conflicts  that  do  not  directly 
threaten  vital  interests,  but  whose  costs  in  lives  of  innocents  demand  an  international 
response  in  which  the  United  States  will  play  a  leading  role. 

Across  the  Atlantic 

The  Balkans  and  parts  of  the  former  Soviet  Union  will  be  a  source  of  major 
crises  in  the  coming  years,  as  political-ethnic-religious  antagonism  weaken  fragile  post- 
Cold  War  institutions.  These  countries  may  resort  to  arms  to  protect  narrow  political- 
ethnic  interests  or  maximize  their  power  vis-a-vis  their  rivals.  The  presence  of  vast 
stores  of  conventional  wet^ns  and  ammunition  greatly  increases  the  potential  for 
these  local  conflicts  to  spr^.  Meanwhile,  European  NATO  allies  wilJ  continue  to 
grapple  with  sha^g  an  evolving  regional  securi^  framewoiic  capable  of  crisis 
management  and  conflict  prevention,  as  well  as  responding  to  out-of-area 
contingencies.  These  countries  will  develop  closer  relations  with  the  central  East 
European  countries  of  'Poland,  the  Czech  a^  Slovak  Republics,  and  Hungary,  but  they 
will  be  relucLint  to  admit  the  republics  of  the  former  Soviet  Union  into  a  formal 
collective  defense  arrangemenL  Attempts  by  these  former  Soviet  republics  to 
transform  into  demucratic  states  with  market  economies  and  stable  national  boundaries 
may  prove  »oo  difficult  or  too  costly  and  could  result  in  a  reassenion  of 
authoritarianism,  economic  collapse,  and  civil  war.  Unsettled  civU-military  relations, 
unstable  relations  between  Russia  and  Ukraine,  and  retention  of  significant  numbers  of 
Ducleai  we<^ns  even  after  the  implementation  of  START  II,  the  continuation  of  other 
strategic  programs,  and  relatively  indiscriminate  arms  sales  will  remain  troubling 
aspects  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Independent  States. 

In  the  Middle  East,  competition  for  political  influence  and  natural  resources 
(i.e.,  water  and  oil),  along  with  weak  economies,  Islamic  fundamentalism,  and 
demographic  pressures  will  contribute  to  deteriorating  living  standards  and  encourage 
social  uciresL  The  requirement  for  the  United  States  to  maintain  a  major  role  in 
Persian  Gulf  security  arrangements  will  not  diminish  for  the  foreseeable  future. 

The  major  threat  of  military  aggression  or  subversion  in  the  Persian  Gulf  region 
may  well  emanate  from  Iran.  Iran  will  And  its  principal  leverage  in  subversion  and 
propaganda,  and  in  threats  and  military  posturing  below  the  threshold  that  would 
precipitate  U.S.  intervention. 


14 


Iraq  will  continue  to  be  a  major  concern  for  the  region  and  the  world.  By  the 
turn  of  the  century,  Iraq  could  pose  a  renewed  regional  threat  depending  on  what 
sanctions  remain  in  place  and  what  success  Iraq  has  in  circumventing  them.  Iraq 
cobtmues  to  constitute  a  residual  threat  to  some  Gulf  states,  particularly  Kuwait  Its 
military  capabilities  to  threaten  other  Gulf  Arab  states  will  grow.  These  states  will 
nevertheless  continue  to  depend  largely  on  the  U.S.  deterrent  to  forestall  a  renewed 
Iraqi  drive  for  regional  dominance. 

A  prolonged  stalemate  in  the  Middle  East  peace  process  may  lead  to  further 
violence  and  threats  to  U.S.  allies  and  interests,  perhaps  accelerating  the  popularity  of 
anti-Western  and  Islamic  radical  movements. 

Across  the  Pacific 

The  security  environment  in  most  of  Asia  risks  becoming  unstable  as  nations 
reorient  their  defense  policies  to  adapt  to  the  end  of  the  Cold  War,  the  collapse  of  the 
Soviet  empire,  the  breakup  of  the  former  Soviet  Uition,  and  the  lessons  of  the  Persian 
Gulf  War.  Political  and  economic  pressures  upon  Communist  or  authoritarian  regimes 
may  lead  to  greater  instability  and  violence.  Virtually  every  nation  will  base  its 
strategic  calculations  on  the  premise  of  a  declining  U.S.  military  presence.  The  lesser 
nations  of  Asia  will  become  increasingly  concerned  about  security  in  areas 
characterized  by  national  rivalries. 

Our  most  active  regional  security  concern  in  Asia  remains  the  military  threat 
posed  by  North  Korea  to  our  treaty  ally,  the  Republic  of  Korea.  Our  concerns  are 
intensified  by  North  Korea’s  efforts  to  develop  weapons  of  mass  destruction  and 
delivery  systems. 

China’s  military  modemization  efforts  of  the  last  two  decades  will  produce  a 
smaller  but  more  capable  military  with  modem  combat  aircraft,  including  the  Su- 
27/FIANKER.  China  will  also  have  aerial  refueling  and  airborne  warning  and  control 
aircraft  before  the  end  of  the  decade.  The  Chinese  Navy  will  have  significantly 
improved  air  defense  missile  capabilities,  andship  missiles,  long-range  cruise  missiles 
(120  km  range),  and  a  new  submarine-launched  cruise  missile.  By  the  end  of  the 
decade  China  also  will  have  improved  its  strategic  nuclear  forces. 

Japan’s  major  security  concerns  will  focus  primarily  on  the  potential  emergence 
of  a  reunified  Korea  armed  with  nuclear  weapons,  on  the  expanding  Chinese  naval 
threat,  and  on  the  possibility  of  a  nationalistic  Russia. 
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In  South  Asia,  the  principal  threat  to  U.S.  security  will  remain  the  potential  of 
renewed  conflict  between  India  and  Pakistan.  While  the  conventional  capabilities  of 
both  countries  probably  will  be  eroded  by  severe  budget  pressures,  internal  security 
obligations,  and  the  loss  of  Superpower  tenefactors,  India  and  Pakistan  will  still  have 
nuclear-capable  ballistic  missiles. 

The  Rest  of  the  World 

This  broad  characterizatioa  covers  regions  not  addressed  above  and  is  not 
intended  to  either  diminish  or  denigrate  the  importance  of  U.S.  interests,  friends,  and 
allies  in  areas  beyond  Europe  and  the  Paciric. 

In  Latin  America,  democratic  foundations  remain  unstable  and  the 
democratization  process  will  remain  vulnerable  to  a  wide  variety  of  influences  and 
factors  that  could  easily  derail  it  Virtually  every  country  in  the  region  will  be 
victimized  by  drug-associated  violence  and  crime.  Over  the  next  few  years,  the 
capabilities  of  almost  all  of  the  militaries  in  the  region  will  remain  static  or  decline 
despite  planned  or  ongoing  measures  to  upgrade  or  modernize  existing  inventories  or 
restructure.  A  single  excepdon  may  be  Chile,  which  may  see  some  force  structure 
in^vements  duough  the  mid-1990s. 

In  Africa,  chronic  instability,  insurgency,  and  civil  war  will  continue  throughout 
the  continent  Two  major  kinds  of  security  issues  will  domic  ue  U.S.  relations  with  the 
region:  noncombatant  evacuation  and  conflict  resolution.  Op'  .adons  most  likely  to 
draw  the  U,S.  military  into  the  continent  include  disaster  reli  .,  ^’:manitarian 
assistance,  interrutdonal  peacekeeping,  and  logistic  support  for  allied  military 
operations.  Further,  conflict  resolution  efforts  will  test  the  growing  reputation  of  the 
United  States  for  negotiation  and  mediation. 

Direct  threats  to  U.S.  allies  or  vital  intnests  that  would  require  a  significant 
military  response  in  the  near  future  are  tiiose  posed  by  Norui  Kur  i,  Iran,  and  Iraq. 
More  numerous,  however,  are  those  regional  conflicts  that  would  quickly  escalate  to 
threaten  vital  U.S.  interests  in  Southeastern  Europe,  Asia,  the  Mid^e  But,  Ariica,  and 
Latin  America.  These  conflicts  would  not  require  military  responses  on  the  order  of 
DESERT  STORM,  but  tiiey  would  pose  unique  demands  on  the  ability  of  U.S.  Armed 
Forces  to  maintain  stability  and  provide  the  environment  for  political  solutions. 

Finally,  there  will  be  a  large  number  of  contingencies  in  which  the  sheer  magnitude  of 
human  suffering  and  moral  outrage  demands  a  U.S.  response,  probably  in  concert  with 
the  United  Nations.  The  current  number  of  interoationil  crises  is  unlikely  to  diminish 
before  the  end  of  this  decade,  as  many  regions  of  the  world  continue  to  suffer  the 
ravages  of  failed  economic  programs  and  lutionalistic  violence. 
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Section  D:  Justification  for  Overseas  Basing 

As  we  reduce  forward-presence  forces  globally,  we  nevertheless  will  continue  to 
emphasize  the  fundamental  roles  of  forward-presence  forces  essential  to  deterring 
aggression,  fostering  alliance  relationships,  bolstering  regional  stability,  and  protecting 
U.S.  interests  abroad.  Forward-presence  activities  such  as  forward  basing,  rotational 
and  periodic  deployments,  exercises  and  port  visits,  military-to-mUitary  contacts, 
security  assistance,  combatting  terrorism,  combatting  narcotrafficldng,  and  protecting 
American  citizens  in  crisis  areas  will  remain  central  to  our  stability  and  U.S.  influence 
will  be  promoted  through  emerging  forward-presence  operations.  These  include  roles 
for  the  military  in  the  war  on  drugs  and  in  providing  humanitarian  assistance. 

Over  the  past  45  years,  the  day-to-day  presence  of  U.S.  forces  in  regions  vital  to 
U.S.  national  interest  has  been  key  to  averting  crises  and  preventing  war.  Our  forces 
throughout  the  world  show  our  commitment,  lend  credibility  to  our  alliances,  enhance 
regional  stability,  and  provide  crisis-response  capability  while  promoting  U.S.  influence 
and  access.  Although  the  numbers  of  U.S.  forces  stationed  overseas  will  be  reduced, 
the  credibility  of  our  capability  and  intent  to  respond  to  crisis  will  continue  to  depend 
on  judicious  forward  presence.  Forward  presence  is  also  vital  to  the  maintenance  of 
the  system  coUeedve  defense  by  which  the  United  States  works  with  its  friends  and 
allies  u  jtect  our  security  interests,  while  reducing  the  burdens  of  defense  spending 
and  unnecessary  arms  competidon. 


Atlantic  Forces 

U.S.  interests  in  the  Atlandc  Regions,  including  Europe,  the  Mediterraiiean,  the 
Middle  East.  Africa  and  Southwest  Asia,  require  continuing  commitment  There  will 
be  forces,  forward  stadoned  and  rotadonal,  with  the  capability  for  rapid  reinforcement 
from  within  the  Atlandc  region  and  from  the  United  States  and  the  means  to  support 
deployment  of  larger  forces  when  needed. 

The  end  of  the  Cold  War  has  significantly  reduced  the  requirement  to  stadon 
U.S.  forces  in  Europe.  Yet  the  security  of  the  United  States  remains  linked  to  that  of 
Europe,  and  our  continued  support  of  the  Atlandc  Alliance  is  crucial.  Our  stake  in 
long-term  European  security  and  stability,  as  well  as  enduring  economic,  cultural,  and 
geopolidcal  interests  require  a  continued  commitment  of  U.S.  military  strength. 

Our  forward  presence  forces  in  Europe  must  be  sized,  designed,  and  postured  to 
preserve  an  aedve  and  influential  role  in  the  Atlandc  Alliance  and  in  th '  future  security 
framework  on  the  condnenL  The  remaining  force  of  1  Army  Corps  with  2  divisions 
and  3('f)  Air  Force  Fighter  Wing  Equivalents  (FWE)  is  a  direct  response  to  the 
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uncsrtainty  and  insxability  that  remains  in  this  region.  In  addition,  maritime  forces 
committed  to  Europe  will  be  one  Carrier  Battle  Group  (CVBG)  and  one  Amphibious 
Ready  Group  (ARG/M£U(S(X!)).  These  forward-deployed  forces  provide  an  explicit 
commitment  to  the  security  and  stability  of  Europe,  and  pre-positioned  equipment 
provides  an  infrastructure  for  CONUS-based  forces  should  the  need  arise  in  Europe  or 
elsewhere. 

The  U,S.  response  to  the  Iraqi  invasion  of  Kuwait  was  built  on  the  foundation 
of  previous  U.S.  presence  in  the  region.  Air.  ground,  and  maritime  deployments, 
coupled  with  pre-position,  combined  exercises,  security  assistance,  and  in^tructure, 
as  well  as  European  and  regional  enroute  strategic  airlift  inbrastructure,  enhanced  the 
crisis-response  force  buildup.  Future  presence  in  Southwest  Asia  will  be  derined  by 
ongoing  bilateral  negotiations  with  the  governments  of  the  Gulf  Cooperative  Council. 
Our  commitment  will  be  reinforced  by  pre-posidoned  eq  jipment,  access  agreements, 
bilateral  planning,  periodic  deployments  and  exercises,  visits  by  senior  officials  and 
security  assistance. 


Pacific  Forces 

U.S.  interests  in  the  Pacific,  including  Southeast  Asia  and  the  Indian  Ocean, 
require  a  continuing  commitmenL  Because  the  forces  of  potential  adversaries  in  the 
Pacific  are  different  than  the  Atlantic,  and  due  to  the  maritime  character  of  the  area, 
U.S.  military  forces  in  this  vast  region  of  major  importance  differ  from  those  in  the 
Atlantic  arena.  As  Asia  continues  its  economic  and  political  development,  U.S. 
fo/ward  presence  will  continue  to  serve  as  a  stabilizing  influence  and  a  restraint  to 
potential  regional  aggression  and  rearmament 

Forward  presence  forces  will  be  principally  maritime,  with  half  of  the  projected 
carrier  and  amphibious  force  oriented  toward  this  area  including  one  CVBG,  ARG,  and 
Marine  Expeditionary  Force  forward-based  in  this  region.  The  improving  military 
capability  of  South  Korea  has  enabled  our  Army  forces  to  be  trimmed  to  less  than  a 
division.  One  Air  Force  FWE  in  South  Korea  and  l(-f)  FWE  in  Japan  are  to  be 
forward-based  in  this  region.  In  addition,  presence  in  both  Alaska  and  Hawaii  will  be 
maintained. 


Elsewhere  in  the  World 

In  the  less-predictable  yet  increasingly  important  other  regions  of  the  globe,  the 
United  States  seel^  to  preserve  its  access  to  foreign  markets  and  resou:  s,  mediate  the 
traumas  of  economic  utkI  social  strife,  deter  regional  aggressors,  and  pt  jmote  the 
regional  stability  necessary  for  progress  and  prosperity.  From  Latin  America  to  sub- 
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Sabaran  Africa  to  the  far-flung  islands  of  the  world’s  oceans,  American  military  men 
and  women  contribute  daily  to  the  unsung  tasks  of  nation-building,  security  assistance, 
and  quiet  diplomacy  that  protect  and  extend  our  political  goodwill  and  access  to 
foreign  markets.  Such  access  becomes  increasingly  critical  in  an  era  of  reduced 
forward  presence,  when  forces  deploying  from  the  United  States  are  more  than  ever 
dependent  on  enroute  and  host-nation  support  to  ensure  timely  response  to  distant 
crises.  In  the  future,  maintaining  forward  presence  through  combined  planning  and 
exercises,  pre-positioning  and  service  agreements,  and  combined  warfighting  doctrine 
and  interoperability  could  spell  the  difference  between  success  or  failure  in  defending 
vital  regiorud  interests. 


Contingency  Forces 

The  U.S  strategy  for  the  come-as-you-are  arena  of  spontaneous,  often 
unpredictable  crises  requires  fully  trained,  highly  ready  forces  that  are  rapidly 
deliverable  and  initially  self-sufficient.  Therefore,  such  forces  must  be  drawn  primauily 
from  the  active  force  structure  and  tailored  into  highly  effective  joint  task  forces  that 
capitalize  on  the  unique  capabilities  of  each  Service  and  the  special  operations  forces. 

In  this  regard,  the  C^C  must  have  the  opportunity  to  select  from  a  broad  spectrum  of 
c^)abilides  such  as:  airborne,  air  assault,  light  infantry,  and  rapidly  deliverable  heavy 
forces  from  the  Army;  the  entire  range  of  fighter,  fighter-bomber,  and  long  range 
conventional  bomber  forces  provided  by  the  Air  Force;  carrier-based  naval  air  power, 
the  striking  capability  of  surface  combatants,  and  the  covert  capabilities  of  attack 
submarines  from  the  Navy;  the  amphibious  combat  power  of  the  Marine  Corps, 
particularly  when  access  ashore  is  contested,  which  includes  on-station  M£U(SOC)  and 
Maritime  Pre-positioning  Ships;  and  the  unique  capabilities  of  the  special  operations 
forces.  Additionally,  certain  reserve  units  must  be  maintained  at  high  readiness  to 
assist  and  augment  responding  active  units.  Reserve  forces  perform  much  of  the  lift 
and  othn  vital  missions  from  the  outset  of  any  contingency  operation.  In  regions 
where  no  U.S.  forward  presence  exists,  these  contingency  forces  are  the  tip  of  the 
spear,  first  into  action,  and  followed  as  required  by  hea'der  forces  and  long-term 
sustainment 


f 


19 


Section  ni:  The  Force  Structure  and  Implementation  Plan 


CY-g 

£3L2£ 

JESL22 

ARMY  DIVISIONS 

Active 

14 

12 

12 

Reterve(Cadre) 

KKO) 

6(2) 

6(2) 

MARINE  CORPS  DIVISIONS 

Active 

3 

3 

3 

Reserve 

1 

1 

1 

AIRCRAFT  CARRIERS 

13 

12 

12 

TRAINING  CARRIER 

1 

1 

1 

CARRIER  AIR  WINGS 

Active 

12 

11 

11 

Reserve 

2 

2 

2 

BATTLE  FORCE  SHIPS 

466 

427 

425 

AIR  FORCE  FIGHTERS 

Active 

1^ 

1.098 

1,098 

Reserve 

816 

810 

810 

AIR  FORCE  BOMBERS 

242 

176 

184 

ACTIVE  DUTY 

Army 

DoD  Personnel 
(End  Saeosih  in  thousands) 

fTJE 

610 

fY9f 

538 

FYp7 

522 

Navy 

542 

490 

489 

Marine  Corps 

185 

170 

159 

Air  Force 

470 

409 

400 

TOTAL 

1,807 

1,607 

lOT* 

RESERVES 

1,114 

911 

907 

CIVILIANS 

1,006 

904 

884 
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Chapter  3 

Final  Criteria 


lotroductian 


Public  Law  101-510  required  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  develop  the  final 
criteria  to  be  used  in  selecting  bases  for  closure  and  lealignmenL  The  final  criteria  are 
listed  below.  Before  developing  the  fiail  criteria,  the  Secretary  was  required  to 


publish  the  fnxiposed  criteria  in  the 


fcri'lrJt 


J  Repister  and  solicit  public  comments. 


Proposed  Criteria 


The  Department  of  Defense  (DoD)  published  the  proposed  criteria  and  requested 
public  commer  ts  in  the  November  30,  1990,  issue  of  the  Federal  Register  (55  FR 
49679). 


The  proposed  criteria  closely  mirrored  the  criteria  established  for  the  1988 
Defense  ScCTeocyr's  Commission  on  Base  Realignment  and  Closure  (See  Appendix  F 
for  a  history  of  Ivise  closures). 

The  1988  criteria  were  developed  jointly  by  the  Department  of  Defense  and  the 
Congress,  and  were  incorporated,  by  reference,  into  Public  Law  100-526  (the  Defense 
Authorization  Amendments  and  Base  Qosuie  and  Realignment  Act). 

The  proposed  DoD  selection  critoia  differed  in  two  way.s  from  the  1988  criteria. 
The  1988  Base  Gosure  Commission  stated  that  in  their  analysis  of  tlie  DoD  base 
structure,  they  gave  priorit}-  to  military  value.  DoD  agreed  and  changed  the  proposed 
criteria  accoi^gly.  The  1988  Commission  also  ncommended  that  "payback"  not  be 
limited  to  six  years.  DoD  agreed  and  changed  the  proposed  criteria  accordingly. 

Final  Criteria 


DoD  received  169  public  comments  in  response  to  the  proposed  criteria  and 
request  for  comments.  DoD  published  the  final  criteria  in  the  February  15, 1991.  issue 
of  the  F«iefal  Rf^^ster  (56  FR  6374).  This  Federal  Register  notice  contained  an 
analysis  of  public  comments  received  and  a  description  of  the  changes  DoD  made  to  the 
proposed  criteria  before  finalizing  diem.  The  final  critoia  follow. 
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In  selecting  military  installations  for  closure  or  realignment,  the  Department  of 
Defense,  giving  priority  consideration  to  military  value  (the  first  four  criteria  below), 
will  consider 

KQlitaiy  Value 

1.  The  current  and  future  mission  requirements  and  the  impact  on  operational 
readiness  of  the  Department  of  Defense’s  total  force. 

2.  The  availability  and  condition  of  land,  facilities  and  associated  airspace  at 
both  the  existing  and  potential  receiving  locations. 

3.  The  ability  to  accoiiunodate  contingency,  mobilization,  and  future  total 
force  requirements  at  both  the  existing  and  potential  receiving  locations. 

4.  The  cost  and  manpower  implications. 

Return  on  Investment 

5.  The  extent  and  timing  of  potential  costs  and  savings,  including  the  number 
of  years,  beginning  with  the  date  of  completioo  of  the  closure  or 
realignment,  for  the  savings  to  exceed  the  costs. 

lnq>acts 

6.  The  economic  impact  on  communities. 

7.  The  ability  of  both  the  existing  and  potential  receiving  communities’ 
infrastructure  to  simp'r;  forces,  missions  and  personnel. 

8.  The  enviroiunen: 


i:  *  j  Criteria 


On  December  15.  1992,  .  v  U  ,^ublishcd  a  notice  in  the  Federal  Register  (57  FR. 
59334)  that  DoD  would  not  change  the  fmal  criteria  approved  in  1991,  and  would  use 
the  same  criteria  for  the  1993  base  closure  process. 
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Chapter  4 

Recommendations 


Istroduction 

The  Defense  Base  Gosme  and  Realignment  Act  of  1990  (Public  Law  lOl-SlO), 
as  amended,  permits  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  publish  in  the  Federal  Register  and 
transmit  to  tlie  Congressional  Defense  Committees  and  the  Defense  Base  Gosure  and 
Realignment  Commission  a  list  of  military  installations  inside  the  United  States  that 
the  Secretary  recommends  for  closure  or  realignment  on  the  basis  of  a  six-year  force 
structure  plan  and  final  (selection)  criteria. 

The  Secretary  is  required  by  the  law  to  include  with  the  list  cf  recommendations 
published  and  transmitted:  (1)  a  summary  of  the  selection  process  that  resulted  in  the 
recommendation  for  each  installation,  and  (2)  the  justitication  fur  each 
recommendation. 

The  law  further  specifies  that  the  list  of  recommendations,  selection  process 
summaries  and  justifications  be  published  and  transmitted  no  later  than  March  15, 

1993.  The  following  report  satisfies  the  legal  requirements  above.  The  Secretary  t ' 
Defense’s  transmittal  letter  to  the  Conunission  is  in  Appendix  C. 

The  1993  Department  of  Defense  Selection  Process 

The  Department  of  Defense  began  the  1993  base  realignment  and  closure 
process  in  May  of  1992.  The  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense  memorandum  of  May  5, 
1992,  issued  detailed  policy,  proc^ures,  authorities  and  responsibilities  for  the  1993 
process. 

The  Deputy  Secretary!  gave  the  Secretaries  of  me  Military  Departments  and  the 
Directors  of  the  Defense  Agencies  the  responsibility  for  submitting  base  closure  and 
realignment  recommendatioTis;  required  that  the  recommendations  follow  the  law,  and 
DoD  policies  and  procedures;  and  required  that  the  recommendations  be  based  on  the 
six-year  force  structure  p!a<i  and  Ana!  criteria. 

The  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Pioduction  and  Logistics  was  given  the 
responsibility  to  oversee  the  1993  process,  ana  the  authority  to  issue  additional 
instructions. 
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The  Assistant  Secretary  issued  a  series  of  DoD  policy  memoranda  and 
established  a  steering  committee  of  principals  from  the  Military  Departments,  Defense 
Agencies,  the  Office  of  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  and  the  Department  of  Defense  staff  to 
oversee  the  process. 

The  Deputy  Secretary’s  May  1992  memorandum  provided  the  Military 
Departments  and  Defense  Agencies  with  an  interim  force  structure  plan  and  selection 
criteria  so  they  could  begin  their  dara  collection  and  analyses.  The  Deputy  Secretary 
issued  the  final  selection  criteria  on  Decemba*  10,  1992  and  the  final  force  stiucture 
plan  on  January  19, 1993. 

The  Secretaries  of  the  Military  Departments  and  Directors  of  the  Defense 
Agencies  submitted  their  base  closure  and  realignment  lecomme.tdations  to  the 
Secretary  of  Defense.  The  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Production  and  Logistics 
organized  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  review  of  the  recommendations  and 
provided  a  copy  of  the  reports  received  from  the  Departments  and  Agencies  to  the 
Joint  Staff  for  their  review. 

The  Joint  Staff  reviewed  the  recommendations  from  a  warfigbting  perspective  to 
ensure  they  would  not  harm  the  military  capabilities  of  the  armed  services.  Die 
Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  supported  tlie  reconunendations  without 
objection. 

Key  sta\T  elements  of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  reviewed  the 
recommendatioiis,  from  their  perspective,  to  ensure  they  would  not  harm  essential 
training  and  support  capabilities. 

The  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  for  ProductioD  and  Logistics  reviewed  the 
recommendations  to  ensure:  all  eight  selection  criteria  were  considered;  the 
recommendations  were  consistent  with  the  force  structure  plan;  the  prescribed  DoD 
policies  and  procedures  vciie  followed;  and  the  analyses  were  objective  and  rigorous. 

After  careful  review  of  the  submissions,  and  after  careful  review  of  comments 
received  from  odier  offices  within  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  the  Assistant 
Secretary  of  Defense  for  Production  and  Logistics  provided  his  conclusions  and 
recom.Tiendations  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense.  Included  in  the  decision  package  for  the 
Secretary  was  an  analysis  of  the  cumulative  economic  impact  of  the  recommendations, 
factoex  ig  in  the  economic  impact  of  previously  approved  1988  and  1991  closures  and 
re3li|,:rincnls. 
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The  Secretary  approved  the  recommendations  of  the  Military  Departments  and 
Defense  Agencies,  with  the  modifications  recommended  by  the  Assistant  Secretary. 

While  the  recommendations  stand  on  their  own  merits,  it  is  important  to  note 
two  additional  points.  First,  with  respect  to  maintenance  depots,  there  was  not 
sufficient  time  for  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  review  all  potential 
interservicing  possibilities.  The  Secretary  suggested  that  the  Commission  should 
examine  those  possibilities.  Second,  some  installations  host  non-defense  government 
activities,  and  it  was  also  not  possible  to  evaluate  fully  the  net  impact  of  the 
recommendations  on  those  aedvides.  The  Secretary  suggested  that  the  Commission 
devote  some  attendon  to  those  potendal  impacts. 

The  list  of  military  installadons  inside  the  United  States  approved  by  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  for  closure  or  realignment  follows.  Summaries  of  the  Military 
Department  and  Defense  Agency  selecdon  processes,  recommendadons  and 
jusdficadons  follow  the  list 

The  1991  Commission,  in  making  recommendations  to  the  President  raised  four 
areas  of  special  interest  regarding:  MCAS  Tusdn,  CA;  depot  workload  competition; 
hospitals;  and  the  Defense  Finance  and  Accounting  Service.  The  Department’s 
response  to  these  Commission  recommendations  is  in  Appendix  G. 

Lastly,  at  Appendix  H,  are  the  preliminary  military  and  civilian  personnel 
impacts  by  State  for  the  1993  base  closure  and  realignment  recommendations. 
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1993  List  of  Military  Installations 
Inside  the  United  States  for  Closure  or  Realisnnient 


Part  /;  Mujor  Base  Closures 


Army 


Fort  McQellaiu  Alabama 
Vint  Hill  Fanns,  Virginia 


Navy 


Naval  Station  Mobile.  Alabama 

Mare  Island  Naval  Shipyard.  Vallejo.  California 

Maxine  Corps  Air  Station  El  Toro.  Califtmia 

Naval  Air  Station  Alameda,  California 

Naval  Aviation  Depot  Alameda,  California 

Naval  Hospital  Oakland,  California 

Naval  Station  Treasure  Island,  San  Francisco,  California 

Naval  Supply  Center  Oakland,  California 

Naval  Training  Center  San  Diego,  California 

Naval  Air  Station  Cecil  Field,  Flonda 

Naval  Aviation  Depot  Pensacola,  Florida 

Naval  Training  Center  Orlando,  Florida 

Naval  Air  Station  Barbers  Point,  Hawaii 

Naval  Air  Station  Glenview,  niinois 

Naval  Electronic  Systems  Engineering  Center,  St  Inigoes,  Maryland 

Naval  Air  Station  Meridian,  Miasiesippi 

Naval  Air  Station  South  Weymouth,  Massacbusettfi 

Naval  Station  Staten  Island,  New  York 

Aviation  Supply  Office,  Philadsl{rfua,  Pennsylvinia 

Charleston  Naval  Shipyard,  South  Carolina 

Naval  Station  Charleston,  South  Caroliiui 

Naval  Air  Station  Dallas,  Texas 

Naval  Aviation  Depot  Norfolk,  Virginia 
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Air  Force 


Homestead  Air  Force  Base.  Florida 
K.I.  Sawyer  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan 
Newark  Air  Force  Base.  Ohio 

O'Hare  International  Airport  Air  Force  Reserve  Station.  Chicago,  Illinois 


Defense  Logistics  Agency 

Defense  Electronics  Supply  Crater.  Dayton.  Ohio 
Defense  Personnel  Sujqxm  Center.  Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania 

Part  II:  Major  Base  Realignments 


Army 


Fort  Monmouth,  New  Jersey 
Letterkenny  Army  Depot,  Pennsylvania 
Tooele  Army  Depot,  Utah 
Fort  Belvoir,  Virginia 


Navy 

Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London,  Connecticut 

Naval  Surface  Warfare  Center  (Dahlgrra)  White  Oak  Detachment,  White  Oak, 
Maryland 

1st  Marine  Corps  District,  Garden  Qty,  New  York 
Naval  Education  and  Training  Crater,  Newport,  Rhode  Island 
Naval  Air  Station  Memphis,  Tennessee 


Air  Force 


March  Air  Force  Base,  California 
McGuire  Air  Force  Base,  New  Jersey 
Griffiss  Mt  Force  Base,  New  York 
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Part  III:  Smaller  Base  or  Activity  Closures,  Realignments, 
Disestablishments  or  Relocations 


None 


Army 


Navy 

Naval  Civil  Engineering  Laboratory.  Port  Hueneme.  California 
Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Comiruuid,  Western  Engineering  Held 
Division,  San  Bruno.  California 
Planning.  Estimating,  Repair  and  Altondons  (Surface)  Pacific, 

San  Francisco.  California 
Public  Works  Center  San  Francisco.  California 
Naval  Electronic  Security  Sys.  Engineering  Ctr.,  Washington,  D.C. 

Naval  Hospital  Orlando,  Florida 
Naval  Supply  Center  Pensacola,  Florida 

Naval  Surface  Warfare  Center  •  Cardoock,  Annapolis  Detachment, 

Annapolis,  Maryland 

Navy  Radio  Transmission  Facility.  Annapolis,  Maryland 
Sea  Automated  Data  Systems  At^vity,  Indian  Ikad,  Maryland 
Naval  Air  Facility  Detroit,  Michigan 
Naval  Air  Facility,  Midway  Island 

Submarine  Maintenance,  l^gineeiing.  Planning  and  Procurement, 

Portsmouth,  New  Hanqrshire 

Naval  Air  Warfare  Centw  -  Aircraft  Division,  Trenton,  New  Jersey 
DoD  Family  Housing  Office,  Niagara  Falls,  New  York 
Naval  Air  Technical  Services  Facility,  Philadel{^iia,  Pennsylvania 
Planning,  Estimating.  Repair  and  Alteratioos  (Surface)  Atlmtic  (H(2), 
Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania 

Naval  Electronic  Systems  Engiiieeiing  Center,  Charleston,  South  Carolina 
Naval  Hospital  Chvleston,  Soudi  Carolina 
Naval  Supply  Center  Charlesttm,  South  Carolina 

Naval  Surface  Warfare  Center  >  P<Ht  Hueneme,  Virginia  Beach  Detachment, 
Virginia  Beach,  Virginia 

Navy  Radio  Transmission  Facility,  Driver,  Virginia 
Naval  Undersea  Warfare  Center,  Norfolk  Detachment,  Norfolk,  Virginia 
Planning,  Estimating,  Repair  and  Alterations  (Surface)  Atlantic,  Norfolk,  Virginia 
Planning,  Estimating,  Repair  and  Alteradons  (CV),  Bremerton,  Washington 
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Naw  National  Capital  Region  (NCR)  Activities 

Security  Group  Command,  Security  Group  Station,  and  Security  Group  Detachment, 
Potomac.  Washington,  DC 

Bureau  of  Navy  Personnel,  Arlington.  Virginia  (including  the  Office  of  Military 
Manpower  Management,  Arlington,  Virg^'tia) 

Naval  Air  Systems  Command,  Arlington,  Virginia 
Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command.  Alexandria,  Virginia 
Naval  Sea  Systems  Conunand,  Arlington.  Virginia 

Naval  Supply  Systems  Command.  Arlington,  Virginia  (including  Defense  Printing 
Ofhce,  Alexandria,  Virginia  and  Food  Systems  Office,  Arlington,  Virginia) 
Naval  Recruiting  Command,  Arlington,  Virginia 
Tactical  Support  Office,  Arlington,  Virginia 

Naw/Marine  Reserve  Activities 

Naval  Reserve  Centers  at: 

Gadsden,  Alabama 
Montgomery,  Alabartu 
Fayetteville.  Arkansas 
Fon  Smith.  Arkansas 
Pacific  Grove,  California 
Macon,  Georgia 
Terre  Haute,  Indiana 
Hutchinson,  Kansas 
Monroe,  Louisiana 
New  Bedford,  Massachusetts 
Pittsfield,  Massachusetts 
Joplin,  Missouri 
Sl  Joseph,  Missouri 
Great  Falls,  Montaiui 
Missoula,  Montana 
Atlantic  City,  New  Jersey 
Perth  Amboy,  New  Jersey 
Jamestown,  New  York 
Poughkeepsie,  New  Yoiit 
Altoona,  Pennsylvania 
Kingsport,  Tennessee 
Memphis,  Tennessee 
Ogden,  Utah 
Staunton,  Virginia 
Parkersburg,  West  Virginia 
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Naval  Reserve  Facilities  at: 


Alexandria,  Louisiana 
Midland.  Texas 

Navy/Maiine  Corps  Reserve  Centers  at: 

Fort  Wayne,  Indiana 
Billings,  Montana 
Abilene,  Texas 

Readiness  Command  Regions  at: 

Olathe,  Kansas  (Region  18) 

Scotia,  New  Yo^  (Region  2) 

Ravenna,  Ohio  (Region  S) 

Defense  Logistics  Agency 

Defense  Distribution  Depot  Oakland,  California 

Defrnse  Distribution  Deimt  Pensacola,  Florida 

rv  Tense  Contract  Management  District  Northcentral,  Chicago,  Illinois 

Defense  Logistics  Service  Center,  Battle  Creek,  Michigan 

Defense  Contract  Management  District  Nfidatlaniic,  Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania 

Defense  Distribution  Depot  Letterkenny,  Pennsylvania 

Defense  Logistics  Agency  Clothing  Factory,  Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania 

Defense  Distribuden  Depot  Chariestoa,  South  Carolina 

Defense  Distribudon  Depot  Tooele,  Utah 

Defense  Contract  Management  District  West,  El  Segimdo,  California 
Defense  Reudlizadon  and  Marketing  Service,  Battle  Credc,  Michigan 
Defense  Industrial  Supply  Center,  Pennsylvania 

DoD  Data  Center  Cwsolidation 

Army  Data  Processing  Centers 

None 
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Navy  D£:ta  Processing  Centers 

Facilities  Systems  Office,  Port  Hueneme,  California 

Fleet  Industrial  Support  Center,  San  Diego,  California 

Naval  Air  Warfare  Center,  Weapons  Division,  China  Lake,  California 

Naval  Air  Warfare  Center,  Weapons  Division,  Point  Mugu,  California 

Naval  Command  Control  &  Oc^  Surveillance  Center,  San  Diego,  California 

Navy  Regional  Data  Automation  Center.  San  Francisco.  California 

Naval  Computer  and  Telecommunications  Station,  San  Diego,  California 

Bureau  of  Naval  Personnel,  Washington,  DC 

Naval  Computer  &  Telecommunications  Station,  Washington,  DC 

Naval  Air  Station,  Key  West,  Florida 

Naval  Air  Station,  Mayport,  Florida 

Naval  Computer  and  Telecommunication  Station  Pensacola,  Florida 
Trident  Refit  Facility,  Kings  Bay,  Georgia 

Naval  Computer  &  Telecommunications  Area  Master  Station,  EASTPAC 
Pearl  Harbor.  Hawaii 

Naval  Supply  Center.  Pearl  Harbor,  Hawaii 

Enlisted  Personnel  Management  Center,  New  Orleans,  Louisiana 

Naval  Computer  &  Telecommunications  Station,  New  Orleans,  Louisiana 

Naval  Air  Station,  Brunswick,  Maine 

Naval  Air  Warfare  Center,  Aircraft  Division,  Patuxent  River,  Maryland 
Aviation  Supply  OfHce,  Philadelphia,  Pennsylvanif/ 

Naval  Supply  Center,  Charleston,  South  Carolina 
Naval  Air  Station,  Oceana,  Virginia 

Naval  Computer  &  Telecommunicatioiis  Area  Master  Station,  Atlantic, 
Noifolk,  Virginia 

Navy  Data  Automation  Facility,  Corpus  Christi,  Texas 
Navy  Recruiting  Command,  Arlington,  Vi«ginia 
Naval  Supply  Center,  Norfolk,  Virginia 
Naval  Air  Station.  Whidbey  Island  Washington 
Naval  Supply  Center,  Puget  Sound,  Washington 
Trident  Refit  Facility,  Bangor,  Washington 

Marine  Coii>s  Data  Procesf/ing  Centers 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  £1  Toro,  California 
Regional  Automated  Services  Center,  Camp  Pendleton,  California 
Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  C’bcrry  Point,  North  Carolina 
Regional  Automated  Services  Center,  Camp  Lejeune,  North  Carolina 
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Air  Force  Data  Processing  Centers 

Regional  Processing  Center,  McGellan  AFB,  California 
Air  Force  Military  Personnel  Center,  Randolph  AFB,  Texas 
Computer  Service  Center,  San  Antonio,  Texas 
7th  Communications  Group,  Pentagon,  Aiiington,  Virginia 

Defense  Logistics  Agency  Data  Processing  Centers 

Information  Processing  Center,  Battle  Creek,  Kfichigan 
Information  Processing  Center,  Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania 
Information  Processing  Center,  Ogden,  Utah 
Information  Processing  Center,  Richmond,  Virginia. 

Defense  Infonnation  Systems  Agency  Data  Processing  Centers 

Defense  Information  Technology  Service  Organization,  Indian^lis  Information 
Processing  Cento’,  Indiana 

Defense  Infoimation  Technology  Service  Organization,  Kansas  City  Infonnation 
Processing  Cento,  Missouri 

Defense  Information  Technology  Service  Oiganizadoii,  Columbus 
Annex  (Dayton),  Ohio 


Part  TV:  Changes  to  Previousty  Approved  BRAC  S8I91 
Recommendations 


Army 

Rock  Island  Arsenal,  Illinois  (AMCCOM  remains  at  Rock  Island, 

Illinois  instead  of  moving  to  Redstone  Arsenal,  Alabama) 

Presidio  of  San  Francisco,  California  (6th  Army  relocates  to  NASA  Ames,  California 
vice  Ft  Carson,  Colorado) 

Letterkenny  Army  Depot.  Pennsylvania  (Systems  Integration  Management  Activity- 
East  remains  at  Letterkenny  Army  Depot,  Pennsylvania  vice  Rock  Island, 
Illinois) 
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Navy 


Marine  Corps  Air  Station  Tusdn.  CA  (Substitute  NAS  Miramar  for  Marine  Corps  Air 
Station  29  Palms  as  one  receiver  of  Marine  Corps  Air  Station  Tustin’s  assets) 

Hunters  Point  Annex  to  Naval  Station  Treasure  Island,  C^alifomia  (Retain  no  facilities, 
dispose  vice  outlease  all  property) 

Naval  Weapons  Evaluation  Facility.  Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  (retain  as  a  tenant  of 
the  Air  Force) 

Naval  Electronics  Systems  Engineering  Center.,  San  Diego,  CA  (Consolidate  with 
Naval  Electronics  Systems  Engineering  Center,  Vallejo,  CA,  into  available  Air 
Force  space  vice  new  construction) 

Naval  Mine  Warfare  Engineering  Activity,  Yorktown,  VA  (Realign  to  Panama  City,  FI 
vice  Dam  Neck,  VA) 

Air  Force 

Castle  Air  Force  Base,  California  (B-52  Combat  Crew  Training  redirr  ‘“d  from 
Fairchild  AFB  to  Barksdale  AFB  and  KC-135  Combat  Crew  Tracing  from 
Fairchild  AFB  to  Aims  AFB). 

Mather  Air  Force  Base,  California  (940th  Air  Refueling  Group  redirected  from 
McClellan  AFB  to  Beale  AFB). 

MacDill  Air  Force  Base,  Florida  (Airfield  does  not  close.  482nd  Fighter  Wing 
(AFRES)  is  reassigned  from  Homestead  AFB  and  operates  the  airfield. 

Joint  Communications  Suppon  Element  stays  at  MacDill  vice  relocating  to 
Charleston  AFB). 

Chanute  Air  Force  Base,  Iliinois  (Metals  Technology  and  Aircraft  Structural 

Maintenance  training  courses  from  Chanute  to  Sheppard  AFB  redirected  to 
NAS  Memphis). 

Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base,  Ohio  (Retain  121st  Air  Refueling  Wing  and 
the  160th  Air  Refueling  Group  in  a  cantonment  area  at  Rickenbacker  instead  of 
Wright-Patterson  AFB.  Rickenbacker  AGB  docs  not  close.) 
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Bergsfxom  Air  Force  Base,  Texas  (704th  Fighter  Squadron  and  924th  Fighter  Group 
redirected  from  Bergstrom  AFB  to  Carswell  AFB  cantonment  area). 

Carswell  Air  Force  Base,  Texas  (Fabrication  function  of  the  436th  Training  Squadron 
redirected  from  Dyess  AFB  to  Luke  AFB,  maintenance  training  function 
redirected  from  Dyess  AFB  to  Hill  AFB). 
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Department  of  the  Army 
Summary  of  Selection  Process 


iDtroduction 

ilie  Aimy  is  reducing  its  force  structure  snd  tailoring  its  base  structure  in  light 
of  changes  in  the  world  situation  and  the  reduction  in  resources  devoted  to  national 
defense.  By  1997,  the  Army  will  have  12  active  divisions,  2  fewer  than  1992.  The 
end  strength  of  tlie  Army  will  decline  by  14.4  percent,  with  the  majority  of  that  decline 
overseas,  assuming  the  decline  continues. 


The  Selection  Process 

The  Army's  base  closure  selection  process  was  a  structured  three  phase 
assessment  Phase  I  entailed  grouping  installations  in  like  categories  and  analyzing 
them  for  military  value,  and  identifying  candidates  to  be  studied  by  the  Total  Army 
Basing  Study  (TABS)  group.  In  Phase  II,  the  Army  used  analytical  tools  to  identify 
and  develop  alternatives  wUch  result  in  the  approved  Department  of  the  Army 
recommen^ons  to  the  Secietary  of  Defense.  Phase  in  provides  support  to  the  Office 
of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Defense  Base  Oosure  and  Realignment 
Commission. 

The  first  step  in  Phase  I  included  a  review  of  legislative  and  Departmental 
guidance  to  ensure  that  it  was  properly  reflected  in  Jie  Army’s  process.  The  study 
group  then  developed  five  measures  to  use  in  assessLig  the  military  value  of  Army 
installatioiis.  The  Army  determined  that  mission  essentiality,  mission  suitability, 
operational  efficiency,  quality  of  life  and  expandability  would  provide  the  appropriate 
linkage  to  the  DoD  criteria.  To  add  merit  to  these  measures,  weights  were  assigned  to 
reflect  tlie  relative  importance  of  each  measure  in  order  to  assess  the  installations. 

The  Army  then  developed  eleven  categories  of  installations  and  grouped  the 
installations  by  like  missions,  capabilities,  and  characteristics  to  facilitate  the 
assessment  of  military  value.  Installations  that  are  closing  or  inactivating  as  a  result  of 
1988  and  1991  Commissions’  recommendations  were  not  included.  Attributes  were 
developed  to  support  the  mear.ures  of  merit  and  weights  assigned  for  each  attribute  to 
reflect  their  relative  importance  within  the  associated  measure  of  merit 
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To  standardize  data  collection,  specific  guidance  was  provided  to  the  major 
commands  that  defined  the  procedures,  formats,  measures,  attributes,  and  weights  to  be 
used  for  assessing  each  inst^ation's  military  value.  Qualitadve  assessments  of  each 
installation’s  military  value  were  also  prepared.  These  assessments  provided  a  starting 
point  for  evaluating  the  Army’s  base  structure*-they  did  not  produce  a  decision  on 
which  bases  should  be  closed  or  realigned. 

The  next  part  of  the  analysis  identified  study  candidates.  The  DoD  Force 
Structure,  Army  basing  strategy,  MACOM  reshaping  proposals,  military  value 
assessments,  approved  Defense  Management  Review  Decisions,  and  other  studies  were 
used  to  formulaie  a  set  of  possible  candidates.  The  list  of  smdy  candidates  was 
approved  by  the  Under  Sectary  of  the  Army  and  Vice  Chief  of  Staff  of  the  Army. 

Next,  the  study  candidates  were  examined  to  identify  specific  alternatives.  Each 
alternative  was  developed,  analyzed,  refined,  and  documented  based  on  feasibility, 
affordability,  socioeconomic  impacts,  and  environmental  impacts.  The  Army  analyzed 
each  alternative  using  the  Cost  of  Base  Realignment  Actions  (COBRA)  model,  the 
DoD  Office  of  Economic  Adjustment  impact  model,  and  internal  feasibility  and 
affordability  evaluations.  Each  altemadve  was  presented  to  the  Army’s  Program 
Budget  Committee,  the  Select  Committee  compnsed  of  the  most  senior  military  and 
civilian  officials  from  the  Army  staff  and  Secretariat,  and  the  Acting  Secretary  of  the 
Army  for  review  and  approval  of  the  recommendations. 

The  Acting  Secretary  of  the  Army,  with  the  advice  of  the  Chief  of  Staff  of  the 
Army,  nominated  bases  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense  for  closure  or  realigrunent  based 
on  the  DoD  Force  Strucnire  Plan  and  ^e  fitud  criteria  established  under  Public  Law 
lOl'SlO,  as  amended. 
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Department  of  the  Army 
Recommendations  and  Justifications 


Fort  George  B.  McClelian,  Alabama 

Recommeodation;  Oose  Fort  McOellan.  Relocate  the  G.S.  Army  Chemical  and 
Military  Police  Schools;  ana  the  Dq)artn>ent  of  Deftnw  Polygraph  Insdiute  (DOl^Pi)  to 
Fort  Lronard  Wood,  Missouri.  Transfer  accountability  for  Pelham  Range  and  oUier 
required  training  support  facilities,  through  licensing,  to  the  Army  National  Guard. 
Retain  an  enclave  for  the  U.S.  Army  Reserves.  Retain  the  capability  for  live-agent 
training  at  Fort  McGeiian. 

Juslificatioii:  Fort  McGcllan  has  the  least  amount  of  facilities  and  smallest 
population  of  any  of  the  Ar  ly’s  individual  enuy  training/branch  school  installations 
and  was  ac''.ording)y  ranked  ninth  in  a  category  o.^  thirteen  ioseallacions.  Thir^  of  the 
thirteen  installations  ded  for  the  thirscenth  position  and  were  later  removed  front 
ftirtiie  consideraden  as  a  result  of  a  spcdflc  capability  needed  to  support  mission 
ce;.  .nents.  The  ten^h  installation  in  thi%  category  was  not  considered  for  closure 
beranse  it  controls  airspace,  aiiTiehis,  and  ariadon  facilides  which  represent  unique 
assets  to  the  Armv . 

Collocation  of  the  cherrucal,  military  police,  and  engineer  schools  provides 
substantial  advantages  Icr  operational  liiikages  among  the  tliree  branches.  These 
linkages  enable  tltc  Army  to  focus  on  the  doctrinal  and  force  development  of  three  key 
maneuver  support  clemecits.  Synergistic  advantages  of  training  and  professional 
development  programs  are:  cooniination,  employment,  and  removal  of  obstacles; 
conduct  of  river  crossing  operatiojis;  iotemal  security/nadon  assistance  operations; 
operations  in  r«»Lr  areas  or  along  main  supply  routes;  and  counter  drug  operations.  The 
missions  of  the  thrx  branches  will  be  more  effectively  integrated. 

.Bacii  school  develops  doctrine,  training,  leadership,  organization  and  material 
products  which  are  technical  b:  nahne  and  proponent  specific.  The  only  place  to 
achieve  integration  is  at  the  combined  Mms  level.  Using  the  opportunity  to  collocate 
these  schools  will  assure  synergistic  solutions  for  current,  emerging,  and  future 
cbdlenges. 
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Thu  r&ccmm:;nd&riOn  iiii  a  change  to  tiie  recoinmendadon  made  to  the  1991 
Commission  that  was  disappre  ved.  The  1991  Commission  rejected  this 
fBCO  omendaiion  becatise  they  founJ  the  Amy  substantially  deviated  from  criterion  1 
and  criterion  2.  Their  iradopaie  quesrioneu  tlM  Army’s  decision  to  maintain  the 
Chemical  Decontammaiion  Tiaining  Facility  (CDTF)  in  caretaker  status  because  it 
could  contribute  iirde,  if  any,  to  chemical  defense  preparedness  and  the  CDTF  could 
not  bft  reacdvaied  qinckly. 

The  Anfiv’s  proposal  to  close  Fon  McOellan  differs  in  two  respects.  First,  the 
DCDPI  will  relocate  to  Fort  Leonard  Wood,  Missouri,  instead  of  Fon  Huachuca, 
Arizona,  and  second,  the  Anny  will  retain  the  capability  to  continue  live-agent  training. 
Subsequent  to  the  1933  Commission’s  decision,  fhc  Army  conducted  an  in-depth  study 
of  the  value  of  livc-agcitt  training.  The  study  affirmed  its  military  value.  The  Army’s 
nuclear,  biological  and  chemical  readiness  training  is  interwoven  throughout  all  training 
and  included  at  ail  level.*:  of  command.  Operations  in  a  potentially  hostile  chemical 
environment  are  an  integral  pan  of  individual  and  collective  skills  training,  and 
routinely  practiced  during  unit  field  training  exercises.  By  maintrining  the  capability 
for  chemical  live-agent  training  at  Fon  McClellan,  the  Army  will  continue  to  provide 
realistic  chemicai  preparedness  training,  A  robust  cbemicaiybiological  defense  is  a  vital 
part  of  a  threc-p^ong^  sffort,  including  arms  control  and  conventional/nuclear 
deterrepce.  The  Army  is  the  only  service  that  conducts  live-agent  training;  and  it  will 
continue  this  training.  The  Air  Force  has  indicated  its  desire  to  collocate  its  disaster 
preparedness  technical  training  with  the  Amy’s  Chemical  School  at  Fort  Leonard 
Wc^;  the  Army  supports  this  initiative. 

The  Amy  provides  live-agent  training  not  only  for  Army  personnel 
(approximately  4()00  students  per  year),  but  also  for  other  Services,  the  State 
Department,  and  even  foreign  countries  (approximately  600  students  per  year).  This 
training  usually  involves  two  days  at  the  CDTF  while  other  training  is  conducted  at 
other  facilities  of  the  Chemical  School.  The  CDTF  will  remain  part  of  the  Chemical 
School,  even  though  it  is  being  operated  at  another  location.  Although  it  is  feasible  to 
replicate  this  facility  at  Fort  Leonard  Wood,  maintaining  the  existing  facility  affords 
the  same  capability  without  any  additional  construction. 

Return  on  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  closure  are 
approximately  $111  million.  Annual  steady  stale  savings  are  about  $31  million,  with  a 
return  on  investment  in  three  years. 
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Impacts:  The  closure  of  Fort  McClellan  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy. 
The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect,  is  20  percent  of  tlie 
employment  base  in  the  Anniston  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area,  assuming  no  economic 
recovery.  There  is  no  significant  environmental  impact  resulting  from  this  closure. 
Pelham  Range,  the  site  of  most  of  the  contamination,  will  be  retained.  Environmental 
restoration  will  continue  until  complete.  There  are  no  known  obstacles  in  the  ability  of 
the  receiving  community’s  infrastructure  to  support  this  recommendation. 


Vint  Kill  FarmSy  Virginia 


Recommendation:  Gose  Vint  Hilt  Farms.  Relocate  the  maintenance  and  repair 
function  of  the  Intelligence  Material  Management  Center  (IMMC)  to  Tobyhanna  Army 
Depot,  PA.  Transfer  the  rcmairJng  elements  of  IMMC,  the  Signal  Warfare 
Ehrectorate,  and  the  program  executive  officer  (PEO)  for  Intelligence  and  Electronic 
Warfare  (lEW)  to  Fort  Monmouth,  NJ. 

Justification:  Vim  Hill  Farms  ranked  low  in  military  value  within  its  category.  With 
the  departure  of  the  military  intelligeoce  battalion  and  its  consolidation  at  Fort  Gordon, 
GA.  Vint  Hill  Farms 's  underutilized.  It  was  determined  that  Vint  Hill  Farms  could  be 
closed  and  its  functions  performed  elsewhere.  Gosure  of  this  installation  supports  the 
Army’s  basing  strategy  to  consolidate  similar  functions  and  close  small  installatiom: 
when  feasible  to  do  so.  Moving  its  activities  to  Fort  Monmouth  enhances  the 
synergistic  effect  of  research  and  develoimient  for  communication  electronics  and 
intelligence  electionics  warfare.  Collocation  at  Fort  Monmouth  also  facilitates  the 
interaction  between  the  Program  Managers  and  Program  Executive  Officers  that 
currently  reside  at  Fort  Monmouth,  thereby  creating  greater  military  value  in  this 
category. 

Consolidating  research  and  development  will  achieve  greater  efficiencies  in  the 
areas  of  mission,  mission  overhead,  and  base  operations.  This  allows  the  Army  to 
reduce  costs,  giving  the  flexibility  to  put  scarce  resources  into  the  research  and 
development  arena  that  significantly  contiibutes  to  overall  readiness. 

Return  on  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  closure  are 
approximately  $72  million.  Annual  steady  state  savings  are  about  $19  million,  with  a 
return  on  investment  in  three  years. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  Vint  Hill  Farms  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy. 
The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect,  is  13  percent  of  the 
employment  base  in  the  Fauquier  County  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area,  assuming  no 
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economic  recovery.  There  are  no  bu>wn  environmental  impediments  from  this  closure. 
Eovironmcntal  restoration  »ill  continue  until  complete.  There  ate  no  known  obstacles 
in  the  ability  of  the  receiving  community's  infrastructure  to  support  this 
recommendation. 


Fort  Mocmoiitht  New  Jersey 

Recommendation:  Realign  Fort  Monmouth.  Relocate  the  headquarters  of  U.S.  Army 
Communications  Electronic  Command  (CECOM)  from  leased  space  outside  Fort 
Monmouth  to  Rock  Island  Arsenal,  Illinois  and  transfer  the  Cliaplain  School  to  Fort 
Jackson,  South  Carolhuu  Consolidate  activities  to  maximize  utilization  of  iruin  post 
Fort  Monmouth.  Dispose  of  excess  facilities  and  real  property  at  Evans  and  Cnarles 
Woods  sub  posts,  as  well  as  main  post.  Fort  Monmouth. 

Justification:  Fort  Monmouth  ranks  fourth  out  of  twelve  installations  in  military 
value.  It  is  a  small  installEtion  with  elements  located  off  base  in  costly  leased  space. 
Relocating  the  CECOM  Headquarters,  an  admimstrative  and  logistical  headquarters, 
from  leased  facilities  located  outside  the  main  post  of  Fon  Monmouth,  New  Jersey  to 
permanent  facilities  at  Rock  Island  Arsenal,  Illinois  allows  tbf  Army  to  tenrunate  a 
lease  of  $15  mUlion  per  year  with  additional  savings  of  over  $8  million  per  year  in 
locality  pay  differential  for  the  civilian  workforce.  At  the  tame  time  it  tetter  utilizes 
the  excess  space  identified  at  Rock  Island.  Separating  the  headquartas  and 
administrative  funkction  from  the  research  and  development  aspect  of  CECOM  will  not 
have  an  operational  impact 

Rock  Island  Arsenal  has  the  infrastructure  to  sup)>ort  and  bouse  the  headquarters 
element  of  CECOM.  Currently,  Rock  Island  has  administrative  space  to  accemmodate 
apprc.\ima(ely  1,000  additional  personnel  and  permanent  building  space  thav  can  be 
renovated  to  accommodate  even  more  personnel.  The  computer  system  center  c<i«  the 
arsenal  is  one  of  the  Army’s  largest  and  can  accommodate  the  needs  of  the 
headquarters. 

The  Rock  Island  community  infirastructure  can  accommodate  tlx:  now 
without  the  need  to  construct  new  schools,  new  water  and  sewer  facilities  or  other 
public  facilities.  There  is  abundant  bousing  at  reasonable  costs  and  exceUe.it  access  to 
higher  education,  both  at  the  graduate  and  undergraduate  level. 

Fort  Jackson  trains  about  one  half  of  the  basic  trainees  and  is  the  largest  recroit 
training  center.  It  is  also  the  home  of  the  Soldi^  Su]>port  Center,  which  is  relocating 
from  Fort  Benjamin  Harrison.  The  report  to  the  1991  Commission  describing  the 
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closure  cf  Fort  Benjamin  Harrison  stated  that  the  Anny  planned  to  collocate 
the  Chaplain  School  with  this  Center  eventually.  The  transfer  of  the  Chaplain  School 
to  Fort  Jackson  benefits  not  on.'}  the  Chaplain  School's  students,  but  also  the  large 
populadoD  of  basic  trairees  who  are  beginning  a  new  career  in  the  Army,  many  of 
whom  are  separated  from  their  fanriUies  for  the  first  time.  The  Chaplain  School  and  its 
staff  of  chaplains  will  facilitate  the  trainees'  transition  to  the  Army  life. 

Return  on  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  realignment  art 
approximately  $93  niillioo.  Annual  steady  state  savings  are  about  $20  million,  with  a 
return  on  investment  in  three  years. 

Impacts:  The  realignment  of  Fort  Monntouth  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local 
economy.  The  projected  potential  employmrnt  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect,  is  3 
percent  of  the  employment  base  in  the  Monmouth  County  Metropolitan  Statistical 
Area,  assuming  no  eco.nnmic  recovery.  This  potential  job  loss  is  partially  offset  by  the 
yn-oposed  movement  of  peisonnel  to  Fort  Monmouth  from  Vint  Hill  Fainif.  Thjre  are 
no  known  environment^  impediments  from  this  realignment.  Environmental 
restoration  will  continue  until  complete.  There  are  no  known  obstacles  in  the  ability  of 
the  receiving  community’s  infmcructure  to  support  this  recommendation. 


Letterkenny  Army  Depot,  Pennsylvania 

Recommendation:  Realign  Leoerkenny  Army  Depot  OLHAD)  by  reducing  it  to  a 
depot  activity  and  pUuing  it  under  the  command  and  control  of  Tobyhanna  Army 
PA.  Relocate  the  maintenance  functions  and  associated  workload  to  otiier 
deper  f'iaintenance  activities,  including  the  private  sector.  Retain  the  conventional 
stnrr.imition  storage  mission  and  the  regional  Test  Measurement  and  Diagnostic 
Equipment  cniDE)  mission.  Change  the  recommendation  of  the  1991  Commission 
regarding  Letterkenny  as  follows.  Instead  of  sending  Systrms  Integration  Management 
Activity  East  (SIMA-E^  to  Rock  Island  Arsenal,  Illinois,  as  recommended  by  the  1991 
Commission,  retain  this  activity  in  place.  Retain  the  SIMA-E  and  the  Information 
Processing  Center  at  Letterkenny  until  tiie  Defense  Infornution  Systems  Agency 
(DISA)  coti3pK:j?s  its  review  of  activities  relocat'xi  undrr  Defense  Management  Review 
Decision  (DMO)  The  acuvities  of  the  depot  not  associated  with  the  remaining 
mission  will  be  ircctiv'ted.  jan^ferred  yjt  otherwise  eliminated.  Missile  maintenance 
workload  will  not  conS'^lidate  at  Letterkenny,  as  cnginalJy  planned.  However,  Depot 
Systems  Command  wih  relocate  to  Rock  Island  Arsenal  where  i;  will  consolidate 
under  the  Industrial  Opcrctions  C  ommand  there,  as  approver^  by  the  1991  ComrJssion. 
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Justificatiozi:  The  decision  to  realign  LEAD  was  driven  by  the  results  of  the 
Oiairmajoi,  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  triennial  review  of  roles  and  missions  in  the 
Department  of  Defense.  As  part  of  this  review,  the  Chairman  chartered  the  Depot 
Maintenance  Consolidation  Study.  The  study  idetidfied  a  significant  amount  of  excess 
depot  capacity  and  duplication  among  the  Services. 

The  Army  has  concluded  diat  tlie  projected  ground  systems  and  equipment 
depot  maictraance  woddoail  for  fiscal  year  1999  is  not  suffleient  to  maintain  all  of  the 
gpromtd  systems  and  equiptrent  depots. 

In  drawing  the  conclusion  to  downside  l.£AD,  the  Army  considered  the 
following  factors:  relative  military  value  of  the  depots;  the  future  heavy  force  mix; 
reduced  budget;  workforce  skills;  excess  capacity;  ability  of  the  depots  to 
accommodate  new  woridoad  levels;  the  proximity  of  the  depots  to  the  heavy  forces  in 
the  U.S.;  and  the  resulting  savings. 

SIMA-E  performs  computer  systems  design  and  data  management  functions  for 
a  variety  of  activities  This  organization  is  trarisfeiring  to  tlie  Defense  Information 
Systems  Agency  (DISA)  in  1993.  Re/ention  keeps  this  activity  focused  regionally 
upon  the  customer.  SIMA-West  is  located  in  St.  Louis  tmd  supports  functions  in  the 
wrs:em  portion  of  the  U.S.  DISA  advised  the  Anny  that  there  were  no  advantages  or 
savings  from  a  nslocadon  to  Rock  Island  Arsenal,  IL.  Less  than  25%  of  the  work 
perfomad  by  5IMA-E  is  associated  with  the  Industrial  Operations  Command  at  Rock 
Island  Arsenal. 

Return  on  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  realignment  are 
approximaieiy  $106  million.  Annua)  steady  state  savings  aie  about  $30  million,  with 
an  immediate  return  on  investmenL 

Impacts:  The  realignment  of  Letierkenny  Army  Depot  will  have  an  imyset  on  the 
locid  ecocomy.  The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect,  is  7 
percent  of  the  employment  base  in  the  Fra^n  County  Metropolitan  SUuistical  Area, 
assuminf  no  econonic  recovery.  There  are  no  significant  environmental  impediments 
from  this  realignment  Environmental  restoration  will  continue  until  complete.  There 
are  no  known  obstacles  in  the  ability  of  the  receiving  community’s  inffasmicnire  to 
support  this  recommendation. 
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Tooele  Army  DepMt,  Utah 


Recommendation:  Realign  Tooele  Anny  Depot  (TEAD)  by  reducing  it  to  a  depot 
activity  and  placing  it  under  the  command  and  control  of  Red  River  Army  Depot,  TX. 
Retain  conventional  ammunition  storage  and  the  chemical  demilitarization  mission. 

The  depot  workload  will  move  to  other  depot  maintenance  activities,  including  the 
imvate  sector.  The  activities  of  the  depot  not  associated  with  the  remaining  mission 
will  be  inactivated,  transferred  or  eliminated,  as  appropriate. 

Justincation:  The  decision  to  realign  TEAD  was  driven  by  the  results  of  the 
Chairman,  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  triennial  review  of  roles  and  missions  in  the 
Department  of  Defense.  As  part  of  this  review,  the  Chairman  chartered  the  Depot 
Maintenance  Consolidation  Snidy.  The  study  identified  a  significant  amount  of  excess 
depot  capacity  and  duplication  among  the  Services. 

The  Army  has  concluded  that  the  projected  ground  systems  and  equipment 
depot  maintenance  workload  for  fiscal  year  1999  is  not  sufficient  to  maintain  all  of  the 
ground  systems  and  equipment  depots. 

In  drawing  the  conclusion  to  downsize  TEAD,  the  Army  considered  the 
following  factors:  relative  military  value  of  the  depots;  the  future  heavy  force  mix; 
reduced  budget;  workforce  skills;  excess  capacity;  ability  of  the  depots  to 
accommodate  new  workload  levels;  the  proximity  of  the  depots  to  the  heavy  forces  in 
the  U.S.;  and  the  resulting  savings. 

Return  on  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  realigiunent  are 
approximately  $74  million.  Annual  steady  state  savings  are  about  $51  million,  with  an 
immediate  return  on  investment 

Impacts:  The  realignment  of  Tooele  Army  Depot  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local 
economy.  The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect,  is  28 
percent  of  the  employment  base  in  the  Tooele  County  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area, 
assuming  no  economic  recovery.  There  are  no  significant  environmental  impediments 
from  this  realignment  Environmental  restoration  will  continue  until  complete.  There 
are  no  known  obstacles  in  the  ability  of  the  receiving  community’s  infrastructure  to 
support  this  recommendation. 
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Fort  Belvoir,  Virginia 


Recommendation:  Realign  Fort  Belvoir  as  follows:  disestablish  the  Belvoir  Research, 
Developntent  and  Engineering  Center  (BRDEC),  Fort  Belvoir,  Virginia.  Relocate  the 
Supply,  Bridging,  Counter  Mobility,  Water  Purification,  and  Fuel/Lubricant  Business 
Areas  to  the  Tank  Automotive  Research,  Development  and  Engineering  Center 
(TARDEC),  Detroit  Arsenal,  Michigan.  Transfer  command  and  control  of  the  Physical 
Security,  Battlefield  Deception,  Electric  Power,  Remote  Miiie  Detection/Neutralization, 
Environmental  Controls  and  Low  Cost/Low  Observables  Business  Areas  to  the  Night 
Vision  Electro-Optics  Directorate  (NVEOD)  of  the  Communication  and  Electronics 
Research,  Development  and  Engineering  Center  (CCRDEC),  Fort  Belvoir,  Virginia. 

Justiflcation:  In  July  1992,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  requested  that  the  Army 
Science  Board  appoint  a  panel  of  membos  and  consultants  to  conduct  a  review  of  the 
Army  Materiel  Command  Research.  Development  and  Engineering  Center  (RDEC) 
business  plans.  Specifically,  the  Secretary  requested  the  panel  determine  which  RDEC 
ciq>abilities  the  Army  can  afford.  The  panel  based  its  findings  on  an  objective 
assessment  of  the  missions,  hinctions,  business  areas,  core  capabilities,  customer  needs 
and  major  fields  of  technical  endeavor  of  each  RDEC  measured  against  at  least  the 
following  criteria  to  deterrrune  which  RDEC  capabilities  are  essential  and  affordable: 

-  lelevat^  to  the  Army  customer, 

*  availability  from  other  sources; 

•  R&D  quality; 

-  in-house  cost  and  efficiency. 

llie  study  identified  technical  areas  to  be  emphasized,  deemphasized  or 
elimu'iated.  Areas  identified  for  elintication  are  tiumel  detection,  materials,  marine 
craft,  topographic  equipment,  support  equipment  and  construction  equipment.  The 
Army  Science  Board  panel  recommend^  the  closure  of  tne  Belvoir  RDEC  and 
dispersal  of  the  businec>s  areas  that  were  not  recommended  for  elimination. 

Tlie  relocation  of  the  Supply,  Bridging,  Counter  Mobility,  Water  Purification, 
and  Fuci/Lubricant  business  areas  so  TARDEC  is  consistent  with  the  conclusions  of  the 
Army  S-tience  Board  Study.  There  is  a  synergy  between  these  functions  and  the 
mission  of  building  military  vehicles.  For  example,  the  Bridging  area  requires  heavy 
vehicles  such  ol  tanks  and  iieavy  mobile  logistics  to  mo>e  across  demountable  bridges 
and  ii^t  spans.  Supply,  Fuel/  Lubricants  and  Counter  Mobility  also  complement  the 
mission  of  T/JRDEC.  Tf  c  reiocatioo  of  tlte  Fuel/Lubricant  business  atra  as  part  the 
E>oD  Project  Reliance  has  commenced. 
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The  transfer  of  operational  control  of  the  Physical  Security.  Battlefield 
Deception,  Electric  Power,  Remote  Mine  Detection/Neutralization,  Environmental 
Controls  and  Low  Cost/Low  Observables  Business  Areas  from  the  Belvoir  RDEC  to 
the  Night  Vision  Electro-Optics  Directorate  (NVEOD)  of  the  Communication  and 
Electronics  Research,  Development  and  Engineering  Center  (CERDEC).  also  located  in 
the  same  general  area  of  Fort  Belvoir  supports  the  study  recommendations,  while 
avoiding  any  additional  costs. 

Returr.  oo  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  action  are 
^)prox;mately  $11  million.  Annual  steady  state  savings  are  about  $13  million,  with  an 
immediate  return  on  investment. 

Impacts:  The  realignment  of  Fort  Belvoir  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy. 
The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect,  is  less  than  1  percent 
of  the  employment  base  in  the  Washington,  DC-Maryland-Virginia  Metropolitan 
Statistical  Area,  assuming  no  economic  recovery.  There  are  no  known  obstacles  in  the 
ability  of  the  receiving  community’s  infrastrucnire  to  support  this  recommendation. 


Rock  Island  Arsenal^  Illinois 

Recommendation:  Change  the  recommendation  of  the  1991  Commission  regarding 
Rock  Island  Arsenal,  BL,  as  follows.  Instead  of  sending  the  materiel  management 
functions  of  U.S.  Army  Armament,  Munitions  and  Chemical  Command  (AMCCOM) 
to  Redstone  Arsenal,  Alabama,  as  recommended  by  the  1991  Base  Gosure 
Commission,  reorganize  these  functions  under  Tank  Automotive  Command  (TACOM) 
with  the  functions  remaining  in  place  at  Rock  Island  Arsenal,  IL. 

Justification:  Under  the  Commission’s  recommendation  in  1991,  the  materiel 
management  functions  for  AMCCOM’s  armament  and  chemical  functions  were  to  be 
transferred  to  Redstone  Arsenal  for  merger  with  U.S.  Army  Missile  Command 
(MICOM).  TliC  merger  would  have  created  a  new  commodity  command  to  be  called 
the  Mi.ssile,  Armament  and  Cbemic«i  Comnvind  (MACCOM).  This  merger  allowed 
one  national  inventory  control  point  (NICP)  to  be  eliminated. 

In  December  1992,  the  Commander  of  Army  Materiel  Command  (AMC) 
directed  that  the  command’s  Core  Competency  Advocates  (Logistics  Power  Projection, 
Acquisition  Ey.ccllencc,  Technology  Generation)  review  the  creation  of  MACCOM  to 
see  if  there  was  a  more  cost  efreciivc  option  to  realign  Redstone  Arsenal.  These 
competency  advocates  xecorninended  that  the  AMCCOM’s  materiel  management 
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functions  should  remain  in  place  as  a  subset  of  the  NICP  at  TACOM.  A  closer 
alignment  exists  between  the  armaments  and  chassis  functions  than  between  armaments 
and  missiles,  making  the  reorganization  under  TACOM  more  beneficial  and  cost 
effective  for  the  Army: 

•  AMCCOM  p^orms  ap^nuximately  $50  million  and  500  work  years  for  Tank 
Automotive  Command’s  research  and  development  effort  compared  to  only  $9  million 
and  90  workyears  for  Missile  Command. 

-  AMCCOM  receives  $29  million  from  TACOM  versus  $0.1  million  from 
MICOM  for  sustainmenL 

•  AMCCOM  and  TACOM  jointly  produce  all  tanks,  howitzers,  and  infantry 
vehicles.  AMCCOM  and  MICOM  do  not  jointly  produce  any  weapon  systems. 

•  AMCCOM  and  TACOM  use  common  contractors  and  universities. 

•  AMCCOM  and  TACOM  jointly  field,  manage,  and  sustain  common  weapon 
systems. 


•  AMCCOM  and  TACOM  share  common  business  practices. 

-  Guns  have  their  fire  control  sensors  and  computers  in  the  vehicle  and  require 
extensive  joint  integration,  as  AMCCOM  and  TACOM  do  now.  Missiles  have  their 
sensors  and  fire  control  in  the  misdle  and  are  easier  to  mount  on  a  vehicle,  as  MICOM 
and  TACOM  do  now. 

The  Army  believes  that  the  armament/chemical  materiel  management  functions 
can  be  fully  executed  from  Rock  Island  Arsenal  without  relocating.  There  is 
precedence  for  geognq^ic  dispersion  of  NICP  frmctions.  The  U.S.  Communications- 
Electronic  Command  NICP  is  currently  performed  at  three  separate  sites. 

Retention  of  this  activity  at  Rock  Island  Arsenal,  as  a  subordinate  element  of  the 
TACOM  NICP,  avoids  the  expense  of  builc’ing  new  facilities  at  and  relocating  over 
1,000  employees  to  Redstone  Arsenal. 

Return  on  Investment:  Inqrlementing  this  recommendation  will  avoid  ipproximately 
$44  million  while  incurring  no  costs.  Aruiual  steady  state  savings  of  about  $1  million 
are  anticipated  from  efficiencies  gained  from  additional  reductions  in  personnel. 

Impacts:  There  are  no  environmental  or  community  infrasmicture  impediments  from 
this  recommendation. 
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Presidio  of  San  Francisco,  California 


Recommendation:  Change  the  recommendation  of  the  1988  Commission  regarding 
the  Presidio  of  San  Francisco,  as  follows:  relocate  Headquarters,  Sixth  U.S.  Army  from 
Presidio  San  Francisco  to  NASA  Ames.  CA.  instead  of  Ft  Carson,  CO.  as  originally 
qjproved  by  the  Defense  Secretary’s  Commission  on  Base  Realignment  and  Closure  in 
1988. 

Justification:  The  1988  Base  Gosure  Commission  recommended  closing  the  Presidio 
of  San  Francisco.  As  a  result  of  this  closure,  the  Army  identified  Fort  Carson, 
Colorado,  as  the  receiver  of  the  6th  Army  Headquarters.  Since  then,  the  1991  Base 
Gosure  Commission  recommended  several  closures  and  realignments  in  California  that 
did  not  have  the  capacity  to  receive  functions  or  personnel  in  the  1988  process. 

During  the  Army’s  capacity  analysis  they  identified  available  space  at  NASA  Ames 
(formerly  NAS  Moffett)  which  could  accept  the  6th  Army  Headquarters.  As  part  of 
their  an^ysis.  the  Army  uetermined  that  the  military  value  of  retaining  this 
headquarters  within  California  is  significantly  enhanced  as  it  provides  the  best 
available  location  necessary  to  exercise  command  and  control  of  all  the  reserve  units 
within  its  area  of  responsibility.  These  reasons  arc  as  follows: 

(a)  Seventy-five  percent  of  the  reserve  units  within  Sixth  Army’s  area  of 
responsibility  are  located  on  the  West  Coast; 

(b)  The  principle  ports  of  debafication  for  the  West  Ccast  are  Seattle.  Oakland, 
and  Long  Beach; 

(c)  The  West  Coast  is  prime  teiritory  for  military  assistance  to  civil  authorities. 
It  is  the  area  with  the  highest  probability  of  natural  disaster  and  is  an  area  where 
substantial  drug  enforcement  missions  arc  taking  place; 

(d)  Timeliness/location  is  the  critical  element  that  may  separate  success  from 
failure. 

Additionally,  recent  experiences  with  Operation  Desert  Shield/  Desen  Storm,  natural 
disasters,  and  civil  disturbances  have  pointed  out  the  need  to  keep  the  headquaners  on 
the  West  Coast 
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Return  on  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  relocation  are 
aptH-oximately  $9  million.  This  relocation  will  avoid  the  expenditure  of  $36  million  at 
Fort  Carson. 

Impacts:  There  is  no  significant  environmental  impact  resulting  from  this  relocation. 
Environmental  lestoratioD  will  continue  until  complete.  There  are  no  known  obstacles 
in  the  ability  of  the  receiving  coirununity’s  infrastructure  to  support  this 
recommendation. 
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Department  of  the  Navy 
Summary  of  Selection  Process 


Introduction 

By  1997,  the  Navy  will  have  12  aircraft  carriers  and  1 1  active  carrier  air  wings 
-  one  fewer  aircraft  carrier  and  one  fewer  carrier  air  wing  than  1992.  Navy  battle 
force  ships  will  decline  from  466  to  425,  a  9  percent  reduction.  The  Navy  will  also 
have  53,000  fewer  active  duty  personnel,  a  10  percent  reduction.  The  M^ine  Corps 
will  undergo  a  14  percent  reduction  in  active  duty  personnel.  These  factors,  which  will 
continue  to  decline  through  1999,  require  a  reduction  in  the  Navy  and  Marine  Corps 
base  structure. 

The  Navy’s  basing  structure  is  focused  primarily  on  homeporting  active  and 
reserve  ships,  and  carrier  air  wings.  The  Marine  Corps  basing  structure  is  focused 
primarily  on  sui^xrrt  of  the  Marine  Expeditionary  Forces.  The  base  structure  also 
provides  the  requisite  training,  logistics,  depot  maintenance,  housing  and  related 
support  Forward  deployment  operations,  supported  by  a  few  overseas  bases,  and  the 
domestic  base  structure  allow  Navy  and  Marine  Corps  forces  to  respond  to  the  full 
spectrum  of  international  conflict 


The  Selection  Process 

The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  established  a  Base  Structure  Evaluation  Committee, 
responsible  for  preparing  teconunendations  for  closure  or  realignment  of  Naval 
installations.  The  Conunittee  was  tasked  to  develop  categories  of  installations; 
determine  whether  excess  c^racity  exists,  and  develop  methodologies  to  reduce  it  The 
Conunittee  was  responsible  for  evaluating  renmi  on  investment  economic  and 
community  infracts,  and  for  developing  reconunendations  for  closure  or  realignment  to 
the  Secretary  of  the  Navy. 

The  Conunittee  was  supported  by  the  Base  Structure  Analysis  Team  which 
developed  data  calls,  recommended  analytical  methodologies  and  maintained  the  Base 
Structure  Data  Base.  The  Analysis  Team  developed  the  Navy’s  Internal  Control  Plan 
which  specified  organizational  and  documentation  controls  for  managing  the  process. 

A  key  element  of  the  Internal  Control  Plan  was  the  involvement  of  the  Naval  Audit 
Service.  The  Audit  Service  served  as  a  technical  advisor  to  the  Committee,  validating 
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the  procedures  used  to  build  the  database  and  .luditing  data  to  determine  the  method  of 
collection,  its  accuracy,  and  the  level  of  compliance  throughout  the  chain  of  command. 
The  Internal  Control  Plan  also  established  the  jjrocedures  necessary  to  create  an  audit 
trail  to  document  the  Navy  process.  One  of  the  most  significant  controls  was  the 
requirement  to  keep  minutes  of  each  deliberative  meeting  of  the  Committee. 

In  accordance  with  PL  lOl-SlO,  as  amended,  the  Navy  employed  a  "bottom  to 
top"  data  certification  policy.  That  meant  that  the  individual  initially  generating  the 
d^  in  response  to  a  data  call,  executed  the  initial  statutory  certification  and,  thereafter, 
the  data  was  recertified  at  each  succeeding  level  of  the  chain  of  command  before  the 
data  was  provided  to  the  Committee  for  inclusion  in  the  database.  The  Navy’s  Audit 
Service  its  General  Counsel  ensured  compliance. 

The  Committee  determined  that  installations  fell  into  three  categories:  (1) 
providing  support  to  military  personnel  (personnel);  (2)  providing  weapon  systems  and 
material  support  (materials);  and  (3)  providing  shore  support  to  Navy  and  Marine 
Corps  operational  forces  (forces).  Within  these  three  categories,  activities  were 
grouped  into  a  variety  of  subcategories.  Several  of  these  subcategories  were  divided 
into  further  sub-elements  for  purposes  of  analysis.  Within  these  subcategories  are  the 
individual  Navy  or  Marine  Corps  installations  reviewed  by  the  Committee. 

At  least  two  data  calls  were  sent  to  each  installation;  one  for  data  relating  to 
capacity  and  the  other  for  data  relating  to  military  value.  These  data  calls  were 
prepared  by  the  Analysis  Team  with  the  assistance  of  technical  experts  in  the  various 
disciplines  and  approved  by  the  Committee.  The  responses  to  the  data  calls,  having 
been  properly  ceiled,  were  entered  into  the  diabase  and  formed  the  sole  basis  for 
the  Committee’s  recommendations. 

The  ne'zt  step  was  to  determine  whether  there  was  excess  capacity  in  any  given 
subcategory,  and  if  so,  to  what  extent.  If  there  was  no  meaningful  excess  capacity  in  a 
subcategory,  no  installation  in  that  subcategory  was  considered  further  for  closure  or 
realignment  If,  on  the  other  hand,  a  subcategory  bad  sufficient  excess  capacity,  the 
Committee  evaluated  the  military  value  of  each  installation  in  the  subcategory. 

The  capacity  analysis  used  the  certified  data  call  responses  to  develop 
throughputs  as  the  basic  indicator  of  capacity.  For  example,  the  key  indicator  for 
training  centers  was  the  average  number  of  students  on  board.  Similarly,  for 
operational  air  stations,  the  basic  throughput  indicator  was  the  number  of  squadrons 
t^  could  be  hosted  in  terms  of  apron  space,  hangers  and  runways.  A  comparison  was 
made  between  the  maximum  available  t^ughput  and  that  required  by  the  DoD  Force 
Structure  Plan.  When  the  available  throughput  exceeded  the  force  structure 
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requiremeiit,  the  Committee  determined  there  was  excess  capacity.  In  subcategories  in 
which  tiiere  was  either  no  or  minimal  excess  capacity,  the  Committee  determined  that 
funher  analysis  for  military  value  was  not  warranted. 

^^lienever  the  capacity  analysis  indicated  the  presence  of  more  than  minimal 
excest  c^iadty  within  a  particular  subcategory,  each  installation  in  that  subcategory 
was  subjected  to  a  military  value  analysis.  The  Committee  categorized  the  four  DoD 
military  value  criteria  as  readiness,  facilities,  mobilization  capability,  and  cost  and 
manpower  implications.  For  each  of  the  four  major  categories  of  military  value,  the 
Committee  assigned  a  weight  so  that  the  sum  of  the  weights  equalled  100,  and  these 
weights  were  applied  to  the  military  value  analyses  for  each  installation  in  the 
subcategories  vkdthin  that  category. 

The  Analysis  Team  prepared  a  series  of  questions  or  statements  which  the 
Committee  plac^  in  one  of  three  scoring  bands  depending  on  their  level  of 
importance.  Each  quesdon  or  statement  was  then  given  a  numerical  scoring  range,  by 
the  Committee,  depending  on  the  band  in  which  it  was  placed  (i.e..  Band  1:  6*10 
points;  Band  2:  3-7  points;  Band  3:  1-4  points).  The  Committee  reviewed  the 
responses  from  each  installation  within  that  subcategory.  If  the  response  contained 
data  which  affirmadvely  answered  the  subject  matter,  that  installadon  received  the 
weighted  point  total  fcr  that  quesdon.  Tt^  total  point  score  for  each  installadon  was 
determined  by  simple  addidon  of  the  weighted-average  points  received. 

The  next  step  was  to  develop  closure  and  realignment  scenarios  with  the  use  of 
a  computer  model  The  goal  of  the  model  was  to  find  that  set  of  installadons  in  a 
subcategory  which  achieved  the  maximum  reducdon  of  excess  capacity  and,  to  the 
maximum  extent  pracdcable,  resulted  in  an  average  military  value  equal  to  or  greater 
than  aU  installadons  rurrently  in  that  subcategory. 

Not  all  scenarios  were  limited  to  installadons  in  a  single  subcategory.  For 
instance,  in  the  case  of  naval  bases,  berthing  of  ships  was  the  prime  throughput  indicia 
for  analysis.  Since  the  Naval  Air  Stadon,  Alameda,  is  the  homeport  for  two  aircraft 
carrien,  it  was  also  considered  in  the  conflguradon  analysis  of  the  "naval  bases" 
subcategory  along  with  installadons  such  as  Nava!  Base,  Norfolk. 

Rules  for  the  computer  model  were  developed  so  that  the  model  would  not  run 
unconstrained.  For  example,  left  to  run  without  guidance,  the  model  might  idendfy  a 
set  of  bases  which  eliminated  excess  capacity  but  which  bore  little  resemblance  to 
operadonal  realides.  Therefore,  the  model  was  given  some  rules,  which,  in  the  case  of 
naval  bases  for  example,  included  the  rule  that  ships  were  to  be  split  between  the 
Atlantic  and  Pacific  Beets  in  the  ratios  reflected  in  the  Fiscal  Year  1994-1995 
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President's  Budget  Submission,  is  every  case  where  rules  were  imposed,  the 
Committee  reviewed  them  stringently  to  ensure  diat  only  the  minimum  number  of  rules 
needed  to  operate  the  model  were  prescribed  so  the  results  would  not  be  artificially 
skewed. 

The  con^ter  model  resulted  in  finding  that  mix  of  installations  which  resulted 
in  the  maximum  reduction  of  excess  ci^iacity  without  regard  to  the  installation’s 
military  value.  If  that  mix  resulted  in  an  average  military  value  which  was  less  than 
that  for  the  current  list  of  installations,  the  con^utCT  was  asked  to  search  for  an 
altmative  mix  which  raised  the  average  military  value  with  the  minimum  decrease  in 
the  leducdon  of  excess  ci^ncity. 

The  conputer  models  were  the  starting  point  for  the  application  of  military 
judgment  in  the  analysis  of  potential  closure  or  realignment  scenarios.  For  example,  in 
the  configuration  analysis  for  naval  bases,  the  model  satisfied  its  requirement  to  reduce 
capacity  by  identifying  as  excess  the  capacity  at  both  of  the  Naval  Station  and  the 
Submarine  Base  at  Pearl  Harbor.  The  Committee  determined  that,  as  a  matter  of  naval 
ineseoce  in  the  Pacific  theater,  it  was  more  important  for  military  value  to  retain  the 
forward  capability  in  the  Pacific  than  to  achieve  an  absolute  maximum  reduction  in 
excess  capacity. 

Sometimes  the  configuration  analysis  was  not  helpful.  In  the  case  of  the  two 
Marine  Corps  training  bases,  the  two  logistics  bases,  and  the  two  recruit  depots  there  is 
insufficient  c^racity  in  any  one  of  those  facilities  to  handle  the  requirements  flowing 
from  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan  should  the  other  be  closed.  In  those  instances,  the 
Committee  determined  that  fiirthCT  analysis  was  unwarranted. 

Finally,  the  Committee  evaluated  the  potential  costs  and  savings,  economic 
inqjact,  community  infiastructure  and  environmental  impact  on  closure  and  realignment 
candidates  (and  any  potential  receiving  locations)  before  making  its  nominations  to  the 
Acting  Secretary  of  the  Navy. 

The  Chief  of  Naval  Operations,  in  his  capacity  as  Acting  Secretary  of  the  Navy, 
with  the  advice  of  the  Cominandant  of  the  Marine  Corps,  nominated  bases  to  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  for  closure  or  realignment  based  on  the  force  structure  plan  and 
the  final  criteria  established  under  Public  Law  lOl-SlO,  as  amended. 
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Department  of  the  Navy 
Recommendations  and  JiistiHcations 


Naval  Station  Mobile,  Alabama 

Recommendation:  Gose  Naval  Station,  Mobile  and  relocate  assigned  ships  to  Naval 
Stations  Pascagoula.  Mississippi,  and  Ingleside,  Texas,  along  with  dedicated  personnel, 
equipment  and  appropriate  otba  support 

Justification:  The  berths  at  Naval  Station,  Mobile  arc  excess  to  the  capacity  required 
to  support  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan.  A  comprehensive  analysis  of  naval  station 
berthing  capacity  was  performed  with  a  goal  of  reducing  excess  capacity  to  the 
maximum  extent  possible  while  maintaining  the  overall  military  value  of  the  remaining 
naval  stations.  To  provide  berthing  to  support  the  projected  force  structure,  the 
resulting  mix  of  naval  stations  were  configured  to  satisfy  specific  mission 
requirements,  including:  100  percent  aircraft  carrier  berthing  in  each  fleet;  ammunition 
Suhips  at  ESQD-approved  berthing:  one  SSN/SSBN  unique  base  complex  per  fleet;  and 
maintenance  of  the  Norfolk  and  San  Diego  fleet  concentrations  as  part  of  the  solution. 
*rhe  ships  based  at  Naval  Station  Mobile  can  be  relocated  to  other  naval  bases  which 
have  a  higho-  military  value.  This  realignment,  combined  with  other  recommended 
closures  and  realignments  in  the  Atlantic  Fleet,  results  in  the  maximum  reduction  of 
excess  capacity  while  increasing  the  average  military  value  of  the  remaining  Atlantic 
Fleet  bases. 

Return  On  Investment:  Total  estiinatcd  one-time  costs  for  this  recommendation  are 
$4.4  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $15.8  million  with  an  immediate  return  on 
investment  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a 
savings  of  $182.8  mlUioiL 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  this  naval  station  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy. 
The  projected  potential  loss  (both  direct  and  indirect)  is  0.6  percent  of  the  employment 
base  in  the  Mobile  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area,  assuming  no  economic  recovery. 

There  is  no  known  community  infrastructure  impact  at  any  receiving  installation. 

Ihere  is  no  significant  environmental  impact  resulting  from  this  closure.  Generation  of 
hazardous  wastes  and  pollutants  will  be  eliminated.  Environmental  cleanup  will  be 
continued  until  complete. 
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Mare  Island  Naval  Shipyard,  Vallejo,  California 

Recommendation:  Close  the  Mare  Island  Naval  Shipyard  (MSY).  Relocate  the 
Combat  Systems  Technical  Schools  Command  activity  to  Dam  Neck,  Virginia. 

Relocate  one  submarine  to  the  Naval  Submarine  Base,  Bangor,  Washington.  Family 
housing  located  at  Mare  bland  NSY  will  be  retained  as  necessary  to  support  Naval 
Weapons  Station  Concord. 

Jiutificatum:  The  capacity  of  the  Mare  Island  NSY  is  excess  to  that  required  to 
support  the  reduced  numba  of  ships  reflected  in  the  E>oD  Force  Structure  Plan.  An 
analysis  of  naval  shipyard  capacity  was  performed  with  a  goal  of  reducing  excess 
capacity  to  the  maximum  extent  possible  while  maintaining  the  overall  military  value 
of  the  remaining  shipyards.  Mare  Island  has  the  lowest  military  value  of  those 
shipyards  supporting  the  Pacific  Fleet,  and  its  woikload  can  be  readily  absorbed  by  the 
remaining  ynds  which  possess  higher  military  value.  The  closure  of  Mare  Island 
NSY,  in  combination  witii  the  Charleston  NSY.  allows  the  elimination  of  a  greater 
amount  of  excess  capacity  while  maintaining  the  overall  value  of  the  remaining 
shipyards  at  a  higher  military  value  level  than  that  of  the  current  configuration  of 
shipyards.  Other  options  either  reduced  capacity  below  that  required  to  suppon  the 
approved  force  levels,  eliminated  specific  capabilities  needed  to  support  mission 
requirements  or  resulted  in  a  lower  military  value  for  this  group  of  activities. 

Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  closure  art  $279.9 
million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $148.9  million  with  an  immediate  return  on 
investmenL  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a 
sav  ngs  of  $1,112  milUon. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  Mare  bland  NSY  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy. 
The  projected  potential  en^loyment  loss  (both  direct  and  indirect)  is  1 1 .7  percent  of 
the  employment  base  of  the  Valiejo-Fairfield-Napa  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area 
(MSA),  assuming  no  economic  recovery.  Additionally,  other  1993  closure  and 
realignment  recommendations  have  a  total  impact  of  4.9  percent  on  the  adjacent 
Oakland  MSA.  There  b  no  significant  community  inbastructure  impact  on  receiving 
locations  as  a  result  of  thb  closure.  Generation  of  hazardous  wastes  and  pollutants 
will  be  eliminated  at  Mare  bland  NSY.  Emissions  bem  several  hundred  controlled  air 
embsion  sources  will  be  eliminated,  providing  air  embsion  "credits".  This  closure  will 
eliminate  the  need  to  operate  the  industrial  waste  water  treatment  plant  and  for  annual 
maintenance  dredging. 
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Marine  Corps  Air  Station  El  Toro,  Califomia 

Recommenfiation:  Qose  M&nr.e  Corps  Air  Stanon  (MCA3)  £1  Toro,  Califomia. 
Relocate  its  aircraft  along  W'ith  their  d^ica^^d  personnel,  equipn)ent  and  support  to 
Na’^al  Air  Station  (NAS).  Miramar.  California  and  MCAS  Camp  Pendleton,  Celifumia. 

Jus^cation:  Naval  aid  Marine  ah  wings  are  projected  to  be  reduced  consistent  with 
fleet  lequirencnts  in  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan,  creating  an  excess  in  air  station 
capacity.  MCAS  El  Toro  is  recommended  for  closurtr  since,  of  the  jet  bases 
supporting  the  Pacific  Fleet,  it  ha:  the  lowest  military  value,  has  no  expansion 
possibilities,  is  the  subject  of  serious  encroachment  and  land  use  problems,  and  has 
many  of  its  eraining  evolutions  conducted  over  private  property.  The  redistribution  of 
aviation  assets  allows  the  relocation  of  Marine  Corps  fixed  wing  and  helicopter  assets 
to  the  NAS  Miramar,  in  a  manner  v  hich  both  eliinmates  excess  capacity  and  avoids 
die  construedon  of  a  new  aviadon  facility  at  Marine  Corps  ALr-Ground  Combat  Center, 
29  Palms,  CaliforrJa.  In  an  associated  acdon  the  squadrons  and  related  activities  at 
NAS  Miramar  v/ill  move  tc  NAS  Lemocie  in  order  to  make  room  for  thr  relocadon  of 
the  MCAS  El  Toro  squadrons.  Th»s  ctosurc  results  in  a  new  configon‘don  of  Naval 
and  Marine  Corps  air  stadons  having  an  increased  average  military  value  when 
compared  to  the  uirrent  mix  of  air  stadons  in  the  Pacific  FlecL  Finally  die  Departinent 
of  the  Navy  will  dispose  of  the  land  and  facilides  at  MCAS  El  Toro  and  any  proceeds 
will  be  used  to  defray  base  closure  expenses. 

Return  On  liivestment:  Itus  recommendadon  was  considered  as  pait  of  a  package 
that  included  Pacific  operadonal  air  stadons.  The  COBRA  data  below  applies  to  die 
operadonal  air  stadons  on  the  West  Coast  and  in  Hawaii,  as  follows;  NAS  Barbers 
Point,  MCAS  Kaneohe  Bay,  MCAS  El  Toro  and  NAS  Miramar.  The  total  estimated 
one-dme  costs  for  the  recommeedadoos  are  $898..5  miliion.  Annual  recurring  sf.vir.gs 
are  $17.3.9  million  with  an  immediate  return  on  invc.sanwiL  The  net  present  value  of 
the  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  yeai  period  is  a  savingr  of  $1374.2  millicn.  In 
addidon,  this  package  avoids  approximately  $600  million  in  military  construction  at 
MCAS  29  Palms  whkb  is  required  to  implement  the  1991  Base  Closure  Commission's 
recenunendadoD  to  close  MCAS  Tusdn. 

Impacts;  The  closure  of  this  MCAS  will  liave  an  impact  on  the  local  economy.  The 
projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indiiect  is  0.9  percent  of  the 
employment  base  ot  the  AnaheLm-Santa  Ana  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area,  as.<;uming 
no  economic  recovery.  There  is  no  significant  community  infrastructure  impact  at  any 
receiving  installadoa.  This  closure  will  eliminate  the  generation  of  hazardous  waste 
and  pollutants  and  will  remove  special  air  space  restrictions  (such  as  military  operating 
areas),  and  reduce  noise  levels  and  air  emissions.  Environmental  cleanup  efforts  will 
continue  until  completed. 
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Navai  Air  Station  Alameda,  California 


Recommendation;  Gose  Naval  Air  Station  (NAS),  Alameda,  California  and  relocate 
its  aiiciaft  along  with  the  dedicated  personnel,  equipment  and  suppon  to  NASA 
Ames/Mofiett  Field,  California  and  NAS  North  Islmid.  In  addition,  those  ships 
currently  berthed  at  NAS  Alameda  will  be  relocated  to  the  Fleet  concentrations  at  San 
Diego  and  Bangor/Puget  Sound/Everett.  Disposition  of  major  tenants  is  as  follows: 
Navy  Regional  Data  Automation  Center,  San  Francisco  realigns  to  NAS  North  Island; 
Ship  Intermediate  Maintoiance  Department  disestablishes;  the  Naval  Air  Reserve 
Center  and  the  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Center  relocate  to  leased  space  at  NASA/Ames. 

Jus^iAcation;  The  projected  carrier  air  wing  reductions  in  the  DoD  Force  Structure 
Plan  require  a  significant  decrease  in  air  station  and  naval  station  capacity.  NAS 
Alameda  is  recommended  for  closure  as  it  has  the  lowest  military  value  of  those  air 
stations  supporting  the  Pacific  Fleet  Given  the  number  of  aircraft  "bedded  down"  at 
the  air  station,  it  has  greatest  amount  of  excess  capacity.  Also,  given  the  need  to 
eliminate  excess  ship  berthing,  its  capacity  is  not  required  to  meet  force  levels,  since 
no  more  than  five  carrier  berths  are  required  on  the  West  Coast;  three  at  the  fleet 
concentration  in  San  Diego  and  two  at  Bangor/Puget  Sound/Everett  Roth  the  limited 
aircraft  (primarily  reserve)  ind  ship  assets  at  NAS  Alameda  can  be  readily  absorbed  at 
bases  with  a  higher  military  value.  This  closure  results  in  increase  average  military 
value  of  both  the  remaining  air  stations  and  naval  stations  in  the  Pacific  Fleet. 

Return  On  Investment:  The  total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  recommendation 
are  $!93.7  million.  Annual  recuning  savings  are  $41.7  million  with  a  return  on 
iove.  ..nent  in  four  years.  The  net  presenr  valire  of  the  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty 
year  period  is  a  savings  of  $197.1  million. 

impacts:  The  closure  of  NAS  Alameda  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy. 
The  projected  potential  employment  loss  both  direct  and  indirect  is  2.9  percent  of  the 
employment  in  the  Oakland,  CTalifomia  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area  (MSA) 
assuming  no  economic  recovery.  Other  1993  closure  and  realignment 
recommendations  bring  the  total  impact  on  Oakland,  California  MSA  to  4.9  percent. 
There  is  no  significant  community  infrastructure  impact  at  any  receiving  installation. 
There  will  be  no  significant  environmental  in^jacts  resulting  from  this  action. 
Hazardous  waste  generation  and  pollutants  will  be  eliminated.  This  closure  will 
remove  special  air  space  restrictions  (such  as  military  operating  areas),  and  reduce 
noise  levels  and  air  emissions.  The  indoor  and  outdoor  hazardous  waste  storage 
facilities  at  NAS  Alameda  will  be  closed  in  accmdance  with  applicable  laws  and 
regulations.  Aiuiual  maintenance  dredging  and  the  dredging  of  the  turning  basin  and 
entrance  channel  will  be  elimmated.  Environmental  cleanup  efforts  will  continue  until 
complete. 
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Naval  Aviation  Depot,  Alameda,  California 

Recommendation:  Gose  Navrl  Aviation  Depot  (NACHP).  Alameda  and  relocate 
repair  capability  as  necessary  to  other  depot  maintenance  acdviiies.  This  relocation 
may  include  personnel,  equipment  and  support.  The  depot  workload  will  move  to 
other  depot  maintenance  activities,  including  the  private  sector. 

Justification:  Naval  Aviation  Depot,  Alameda  is  recommended  for  closure  because  its 
capacity  is  excess  to  that  required  to  support  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan.  Projected 
reductions  require  an  almost  SO  percent  reduction  in  capacity  in  the  Navy  aviation 
depots,  in  determining  the  mix  of  aviation  depots  which  would  achieve  the  maximum 
reduction  in  excess  capacity,  the  Navy  determined  that  there  must  be  at  least  one 
aviation  depot  at  a  fleet  concentration  on  each  coast  The  work  performed  at  Naval 
Aviation  Depot  Alameda  can  be  performed  at  other  aviation  maintenance  activities, 
including  the  private  sector.  The  closure  of  NADEP  Alameda  will  reduce  excess 
capacity  in  this  category  and  maintain  or  increase  the  average  military  value  of  the 
remaining  depots. 

Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  recommendation  are 
$126.8  mUlioo.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $78.3  million  with  an  immediate  return 
on  investment  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is 
a  savings  of  $538.9  million. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  NADEP  Alameda  will  have  an  impact  on  the  locul  economy. 
The  projected  potential  loss  (both  direct  and  indirect)  is  0.8  percent  of  the  employment 
base  of  the  Oakland,  Gdifomia,  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area  (MSA),  assuming  no 
economic  recovery.  Other  1993  closure  and  realignment  recommendations  bring  the 
total  impact  on  this  MSA,  assuming  no  economic  recovery,  to  4.9  percent  There  is  no 
significant  community  infrastructure  impact  at  any  receiving  installation  There  will  be 
no  significant  environmentai  impacts  occasioned  by  this  closure.  Generation  of 
hazardous  wastes  and  pollutants  will  be  eliminated,  as  will  air  emissions,  which  will 
result  in  air  emission  "credits". 


Naval  Hospital,  Oakland,  California 

Recommendation:  Gose  the  Naval  Hospital,  Oakland  and  relocate  certain  military 
and  civilian  personnel  to  other  Naval  hospitals,  and  certain  nriilitary  personnel  to  the 
Naval  Air  Stations  at  Lemoore  and  Whidbey  Island.  The  Deployable  Medical  Unit, 
Northwest  Region,  will  relocate  to  Naval  Hospital.  Bremerton,  Washington. 
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JustiTicsticn;  Naval  Hospitals  are  situated  and  their  size  determined  for  location  near 
operating  forces  whose  personnel  will  require  medical  suppon  in  numbers  significant 
enough  to  mandate  a  medical  facility  as  large  as  a  hospital.  Given  the  extensive  use  of 
CHAMPUS,  any  Naval  Hospital  closure  must  be  predicated  upon  the  elimination  of  the 
operating  forces  which  crea^  a  demand  for  the  presence  of  a  Naval  Hospital  in  the 
first  instance.  In  the  San  Francisco  Bay  area,  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Alameda,  Naval 
Shipyard,  Mare  Island  and  the  supporting  Public  Works  Center  and  Supply  Center  are 
being  rscommended  for  closure.  Given  the  elimination  of  these  operating  force 
activities,  closure  of  the  Naval  Hospital,  Oakland  is  indicated  as  the  military  persoimel 
previously  supported  are  no  longer  in  the  area. 

Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  recommendation  are 
$57,5  million.  Annual  recuning  savings  are  $41.5  million  with  an  immediate  return  on 
investment  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a 
savings  of  $286.4  million. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  Naval  Hospital,  Oakland  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local 
economy.  The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect  is  0.4 
percent  of  the  en:^Ioyment  base  in  the  Oakland,  California,  Metropolitan  Statistical 
Area,  assuming  no  economic  recovery.  The  closure  of  the  Naval  Hospital  will  have  a 
positive  impact  on  the  environment  as  a  ource  of  pollution  will  be  eliminated. 
Environmental  mitigation  and  restoration  will  continue  until  completed. 


Naval  Station  Treasure  Island,  San  Francisco,  California 

Recommendation:  Close  Naval  Station,  Treasure  Island  and  relocate  personnel,  as 
appropriate  to  the  Naval  Station,  San  Diego,  California;  Naval  Amphibious  Base,  Little 
Creel^  Virginia;  Nave!  T'^ini^g  Center,  Great  Lakes,  Illinois  and  various  Naval 
Reserve  sites  in  California.  Major  tenants  are  impacted  as  follows:  Naval  Reserve 
Center  San  Francisco  relocates  to  the  Naval/Marine  Corps  Reserve  Center.  Alameda, 
California  and  REDCOM  20  relocates  to  the  Naval  Reserve  Center,  San  Bruno, 
California.  Naval  Technical  Training  Center  relocates  to  Fleet  Training  Center  San 
Diego,  Naval  Amphibious  School,  Little  Creek  and  Naval  Training  Center  Great  Lakes. 

Justification:  The  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan  supports  a  decrease  in  naval  station 
capacity.  Naval  Station,  Treasure  Island  has  a  relatively  low  military  value  and  its 
capacity  is  not  required  to  support  Navy  requirements.  The  naval  bases  to  which  its 
activities  will  be  relocated  have  higher  military  value  to  the  Navy  than  does  this  naval 
station.  A  comprehensive  analysis  of  naval  station  berthing  capacity  was  perfonned 
with  a  goal  of  i^ucing  excess  capacity  to  the  maximum  extent  possible  while 
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maintainiiig  the  overall  military  value  of  the  remaining  naval  stations.  To  provide 
berthing  to  support  the  projected  force  structure,  the  resulting  nux  of  naval  stations  was 
configured  to  satisfy  specific  mission  requirements,  including:  100  percent  aircraft 
carrier  berthing  in  each  fleet;  ammunition  ships  at  ESQD-approved  berthing;  one 
SSN/SSBN  unique  base  complex  per  fleet;  and  maintenance  of  the  Norfolk  and  San 
Diego  fleet  concentrations.  This  closure,  combined  with  other  recommended  closures 
and  realignments  in  the  Pacific  Fleet,  reduces  excess  capacity  while  increasing  the 
average  military  value  of  the  remaining  Pacific  Fleet  bases. 

Return  on  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  the  recommendation  are 
$33.7  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $43.1  million  with  an  inunediate  return  on 
investment.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty-year  period  is  a 
savings  of  $330.7  million. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  this  naval  station  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy. 
The  projected  potential  loss  (both  direct  and  indirect)  is  0.2  percent  of  the  employment 
base  in  the  San  Francisco.  CA,  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area  (MSA),  assuming  no 
economic  recovery.  Other  1993  closure  and  realignment  recommendations  bring  the 
total  impact  on  this  MSA.  assuming  no  economic  recovery,  to  1.1  percent.  There  is  no 
significant  community  infrastructure  impact  at  any  receiving  installation.  There  will  be 
no  significant  environmental  impacts  occasioned  by  this  closure,  which  also  will  permit 
the  closure  or  alternative  use  of  the  recently  improved  2.0  MGD  wastewater  treatment 
plant  and  will  eliminate  various  air  emissions,  thus  providing  potential  air  emission 
"credits". 


Naval  Supply  Center,  Oakland,  California 

Recommendation:  Close  the  Naval  Supply  Center  (NSC)  Oakland,  including  the 
Naval  Supply  Depot,  Point  Molate,  and  relocate  two  supply  ships  to  the  Naval  Supply 
Center,  San  Diego.  The  Office  of  the  Military  Sealift  Command,  Pacific  Division, 
relocates  to  leased  space  in  the  Oakland  area. 

Justification:  NSC  Oakland's  c^>acity  is  exce  s  to  the  require ments  of  tht  DoD 
Force  Structure  Toe  princi}^  custo  mers  of  NSC  Oa  and,  Naval  Aviauon 
Depot,  AUmaUi  Naval  iuospital,  Oajdand,  Mare  p'and  Na>  J  Srjpyard  and  Naval 
Station  Trtas^  Islan J  ha  also  been  recommend  for  closu.'V.  The  workload  of 
NSC  Oakland  will  move  wiii  its  customers  to  othe  Vocations. 
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Return  on  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  recommendation  are 
$1 19.4  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $45.4  million  with  an  immediate  return 
on  investment  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is 
a  savings  of  $259.9  million. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  NSC  Oakland  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy. 

The  projected  potential  en^loyment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect  is  O.S  percent  of  the 
eirq>ioyment  in  the  Oakland  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area  (MSA),  assuming  no 
economic  recovoy.  Otho*  1993  closure  and  realignment  recommendations  bring  the 
total  impact  on  the  Oakland  MSA  to  4.9  percent.  The  closure  of  NSC  Oakland  will 
have  a  positive  impact  on  the  environment  as  a  source  of  potential  hazardous  wastes 
and  pollutants  will  be  eliminated.  Environmental  mitigation  and  restoration  will 
continue  until  con^leted. 


Naval  Training  Center,  San  Diego,  California 

Recommendation:  Oose  the  Naval  Training  Center  (NTC),  San  Diego  and  relocate 
certain  personnel,  equipment  and  support  to  NTC  Great  Lakes,  and  other  locations, 
consistent  with  training  requirements.  Disposition  of  major  tenants  is  as  follows: 
Recruit  Training  Command  relocates  to  NIC,  Great  Lakes;  Branch  Medical  Clinic 
relocates  to  Submarine  Base.  San  Diego;  Naval  Recruiting  District  relocates  to  Naval 
Air  Station  North  Island;  Service  School  Command  (Electronic  Warfare)  relocates  to 
Naval  Training  Center,  Great  Lakes;  Service  School  Command  (Surface)  relocates  to 
NTC  Great  Lakes;  the  remainder  of  the  Service  School  Command  relocates  to  NTC 
Great  Lakes,  Naval  Air  Station  Pensacola,  and  Fleet  Training  Center,  San  Diego. 

Justification:  Projected  manpower  reductions  contained  in  the  DoD  Force  Suucture 
Plan  require  a  substantial  decrease  in  naval  force  structure  capacity.  As  a  result  of 
projected  manpower  levels,  the  Navy  has  two  to  three  times  the  capacity  lequired,  as 
measured  by  a  variety  of  indicators,  to  perform  the  recruit  training  function.  The 
closure  of  NTC  San  Diego  removes  unneeded  excess  capacity  and  results  in  the 
realignment  of  training  to  a  training  center  with  a  higher  military  value.  The  resulting 
consolidation  at  NTC  Great  Lakes  not  only  results  in  the  highest  possible  military 
value  but  also  is  the  most  economical  alignment  for  the  processing  of  personnel  into 
the  Navy.  In  addition,  NTC  San  Diego  has  equipment  and  facilities  which  are  more 
readily  relocatable  to  another  naval  training  center. 

Return  On  Investment:  The  Naval  Training  Center  recommendations  were 
considered  as  a  package  and,  as  a  result,  the  COBRA  data  set  out  below  represents  the 
costs  and  savings  associated  with  the  closure  of  both  NTC  San  Diego  and  NTC 
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Orlando.  Total  esdmated  onc-tiine  costs  for  the  reconunendation  are  $327.9  million. 
Annual  recurring  savings  arc  $69.0  million  with  a  return  on  investment  in  two  years. 
The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a  savings  of 
$323.9  million. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  NTC  San  Diego  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy. 
The  projected  potential  employment  loss  (both  direct  and  indirect)  is  0.7  percent  of  the 
employment  of  the  San  Diego,  California  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area  (MSA) 
assuming  no  economic  recovery.  However,  because  of  other  closures  or  realignments 
into  this  MSA,  there  will  be  a  net  1.2  percent  increase  in  employment.  There  is  no 
significant  community  inhastnicture  impact  at  any  receiving  installation.  There  will  be 
no  significant  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  this  action.  Hazardous  waste  and 
pollutants  will  be  eliminated,  as  will  air  emissions,  which  will  generate  air  emission 
"credits". 


Naval  Air  Station  Cecil  Field,  Jacksonville,  Florida 

Recommendation:  Close  Naval  Air  St^on,  Cecil  Field  and  relocate  its  aircraft  along 
with  dedicated  personnel,  equipntent  and  support  to  Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Cherry 
Point,  North  C^lina;  Naval  Air  Station,  Oceana,  Virginia,  and  Marine  Corps  Air 
Station.  Beaufort,  South  Carolina.  Disposition  of  major  tenants  is  as  follows:  Marine 
Corps  Security  Force  Company  relocates  to  MCAS  (Therry  Point;  Aviation 
Intermediate  Maintenance  Department  relocates  to  MCAS  Cherry  Point;  Air 
Maintenance  Training  Group  Detachment,  Fleet  Aviation  Support  Office  Training 
Group  Atlantic,  and  Sea  Operations  Detachment  relocate  to  MCAS  Cherry  Point  and 
NAS  Oceana. 

Justification:  Carrier  air  wings  wiL'  be  reduced  consistent  with  fleet  requirements  in 
the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan,  creating  an  excess  in  air  station  capacity.  Reducing  this 
excess  capacity  is  complicated  by  the  requirement  to  "bed  down"  different  mixes  of 
aircraft  at  various  air  stations.  In  making  these  choices,  the  outlook  for  environmental 
and  land  use  issues  was  significantly  importanL  In  making  the  determination  for 
reductions  at  air  stations  supporting  the  Atlantic  Fleet,  NAS  Cecil  Field  was  selected 
for  closure  because  it  represented  the  greatest  amount  of  excess  capacity  which  could 
be  eliminated  with  assets  most  readily  redistributed  to  receiving  air  stations.  The 
preponderance  of  aircraft  to  be  redistributed  from  NAS  Cecil  Field  were  F/A-18S 
which  were  relocated  to  two  MCAS  on  the  East  Coast,  Beaufort  and  Cherry  Point. 
These  air  stations  both  had  a  higher  military  value  than  NAS  Cecil  Field,  alleviated 
concerns  with  regard  to  future  enviroamental  and  land  use  problems  and  dovetail  with 
the  recent  detenriination  for  joint  military  operations  of  Navy  and  Marine  Corps 
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aircraft  from  carrier  decks.  Some  NAS  Cecil  Field  assets  aie  relocating  to  NAS 
Oceana,  an  air  station  with  a  lower  military  value,  because  NAS  Oceana  is  the  only 
F'14  air  station  suppotting  the  Atlantic  Fleet  and  had  to  be  retained  to  support  military 
operations  of  tliese  aircraft  Its  excess  capacity  was  merely  utilized  to  absorb  the 
leimining  aircraft  from  NAS  Cecil  Field. 

Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  the  recommendatioti  are 
$3123  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  for  both  are  $56.7  million,  t^ith  a  return  on 
investment  in  six  years.  Hie  net  (nesent  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year 
period  is  a  savings  of  $200.9  million. 

Impacts:  The  closure  cf  NAS  Cecil  Field  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy. 
The  projected  potential  employment  loss  (both  di*T-ct  and  indirect)  is  3.0  percent  of  the 
en^loyment  b^  of  the  Jacksonville  Metropolitan  Sutistical  Area,  assuming  no 
economic  recovery.  Relocations  to  MCAS  Cherry  Point  will  require  increased 
classroom  space  in  the  local  schools.  Remediation  of  this  impact  is  included  in  the 
cost  analysis.  There  are  no  significant  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  this 
action.  Hazardous  waste  and  pollutant  generation  will  be  eliminated. 

Similarly,  this  closure  will  remove  special  use  air  space  restrictions  (such  as  military 
operating  areas)  and  reduce  noise  levels  and  air  emissions.  Ettvironmental  cleanup  will 
conrinue  until  convicted. 


Naval  Training  Center,  Orlando,  Florida 

Recommendation:  Gose  the  Naval  Training  Center  (NTC),  Orlando,  and  relocate 
certain  personnel,  equipment  and  support  to  NTC  Great  I..akes  and  other  locations, 
consistent  with  DoD  training  requirements.  Disposition  of  major  tenants  is  as  follows; 
Recruit  Training  Command  relocates  to  NTC  Great  Lakes;  the  Nuclear  Power  School 
and  the  Nuclear  "A"  School  relocate  to  the  Submarine  School  at  the  Naval  Submarine 
Base  (NSB),  New  London;  Personnel  Suj^xm  Detachment  relocates  to  NTC  Great 
Lakes;  Service  School  Command  relocates  to  Great  Lakes;  Naval  Dental  Clinic 
relocates  to  Great  Lakes;  Naval  Education  and  Training  Program  Management  Suppen 
Activity  disestablishes. 

Justification:  The  1991  Commission  rejected  the  lecommendation  to  close  NTC 
Orlando  due  to  prohibitive  closure  costs.  This  recommendation  encompasses  the 
additional  closure  of  NTC  San  Diego  and  pxyposes  significantly  reduced  closure  costs 
by  taking  advantage  of  facilities  made  available  by  Cie  recommended  realignment  of 
NSB  New  London.  Projected  manpower  reductions  contained  in  the  DoD  Force 
Structure  Plan  require  a  substantial  decrease  in  naval  force  structure.  As  a  result  of 
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projected  manpower  levels  the  Navy  has  two  to  three  times  the  capacity  required,  as 
measured  by  a  variety  of  indicators,  to  perform  the  recruit  training  function.  The 
closure  of  the  NTC  Orlando  removes  excess  capacity  and  relocates  training  to  a  naval 
training  center  with  a  higher  military  value  and  results  in  an  efficient  collocation  of  the 
Submarine  School,  the  Nuclear  Power  School  and  the  Nuclear  "A"  School  at  the  NSB, 
New  London.  The  resulting  consolidation  at  the  NTC  Great  Lakes  not  only  results  in 
the  highest  possible  military  value  for  this  group  of  miiitary  activities  but  also  is  the 
most  economical  alignment  for  the  processing  of  personnel  into  the  Navy.  In  addition, 
NTC  Orlando  has  equipment  and  facilities  which  are  more  readily  relocatable  to 
another  naval  training  center. 

Return  On  Investment:  The  Naval  Training  Centers  were  considered  as  a  package 
and,  as  a  result,  the  COBRA  data  set  out  below  represents  costs  and  savings  associated 
with  the  closure  of  both  NTC  Orlando  and  NTC  San  Diego.  Total  estimated  one-dme 
costs  for  the  recommendadon  are  $327.9  million.  Aimual  recurring  savings  are  $69.0 
million  with  a  return  on  investment  in  two  years.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and 
savings  over  a  twent}’  year  period  is  a  savings  of  $323.9  million. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  NTC  Orlando  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy. 

The  projected  potenrial  employment  loss  (both  direct  and  indirect)  is  2.1  percent  of  the 
employment  b^  of  the  Orlando,  Metropolitan  Stadsdcal  Area,  assuming  no  economic 
recovery.  There  is  no  significant  community  infrastructure  impact  at  any  receiving 
installadon.  There  will  be  no  significant  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  this 
closure.  Hazardous  waste  and  pollutant  generation  will  be  eliminated,  as  will  the 
generation  wastewater  on  the  average  of  1.13  million  gallons  per  day. 

Naval  Aviation  Depot,  Pensacola,  Flor  ida 

Recommendation:  Gosc  Naval  Aviation  Depot  Pensacola  (NADEP),  and  relocate 
repair  capability  as  necessary  to  other  depot  maintenance  activities.  This  relocation 
may  include  personnel,  equipment  and  support.  The  Depot  workload  will  move  to 
other  depot  maintenance  activities,  including  the  private  sector.  The  d^^iamic 
component  and  rotor  blade  repair  will  remain  in  place. 

Justification;  Naval  AviasJon  Depot  Pensacola  is  recommendftd  for  clostne  because 
its  capacity  is  excess  to  ihai  reqjiired  to  support  the  DoD  Force  Structure  .Plan. 
Projected  rcducoop-'j  require  an  almost  50  percent  reduction  in  capacity  iii  the  Navy 
av  iation  depots  In  determining  the  mix  of  aviation  depots  which  would  achieve  the 
maximum  reduction  in  excess  capacity  the  Navy  deteimined  that  there  must  be  at  least 
one  aviation  depot  at  a  licet  concentration  on  each  coast  ITie  work  [.>erformed  a? 


Naval  Aviation  Depot,  Pensacola  can  be  perfonned  at  other  aviation  maintenance 
activities,  including  the  private  sector.  The  closure  of  NADEP  Alameda  will  reduce 
excess  capacity  in  this  category  and  maintain  or  increase  the  average  military  value  of 
the  remaining  depots. 

Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  the  recommendation  are 
$165.4  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $51.1  million  with  a  renim  on 
investment  in  two  years.  Ihe  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty 
year  period  is  a  savings  of  $341.2  nuUion. 

Im'  lets:  The  closure  of  this  NADEP  Pensacola  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local 
economy.  The  projected  potential  loss  (both  direct  and  indirect)  is  6.1  percent  of  the 
employment  ba^  of  the  I^nsacola,  Florida  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area,  assuming  no 
economic  recovery.  However,  because  of  other  closures  and  realignments  into  this 
area,  there  will  be  a  net  4.3  percent  increase  in  employment  There  is  no  significant 
conununity  infrastructure  impact  at  any  receiving  installation.  There  will  be  no 
significant  environmental  impacts  occasioned  by  this  closure.  The  NADEP  depot  is 
located  on  the  property  of  Naval  Air  Station  Pensacola,  which  is  on  EPA's  National 
Priorities  List.  The  closure  of  this  depot  will  require  that  all  ha7.ardous  industrial 
materials  and  waste  be  removed.  Generation  of  hazardous  wastes  and  pollutants  will 
be  eliminated,  as  will  air  emissions,  which  will  result  in  air  emission  "credits". 


Naval  Air  Station  Barbers  Point,  Hawaii 

Recommendation:  Gose  the  Naval  Air  Station  (NAS)  Barbers  Point  and  relocate  its 
aircraft  along  with  their  dedicated  personnel  and  equipment  support  to  Marine  Corps 
Air  Station  (MCAS),  Kaneohe  Bay,  Hawaii  and  NAS  Whidbey  Island,  Washington. 
Retain  the  family  housing  as  needed  for  multi-service  use. 

Justification:  The  NAS  Barbers  Point  is  reconunended  for  closure  because  its 
capacity  is  excess  to  that  required  to  support  tiie  reduced  force  levels  contained  in  the 
DoD  Force  Structure  Plan.  The  analysis  of  required  capacity  supports  only  one  naval 
air  station  in  Hawaii.  NAS  Barbers  Point  has  a  lower  military  value  than  MCAS 
Kaneohe  Bay  and  its  assets  can  be  readily  redistributed  to  other  existing  air  stations. 

By  maintairing  operations  at  the  MCAS,  Kaneohe  Bay,  we  retained  the  additional 
capacity  that  air  station  provides  in  supporting  ground  forces.  With  the  uncertainties 
posed  in  overseas  basing  MCAS  Kaneohe  Bay  provides  the  flexibility  to  support  future 
military  operations  for  both  Navy  and  Marine  Corps  and  is  of  greater  military  value. 
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In  an  associated  mi  e  F-18  and  CH-46  squadrons  at  MCAS  Kaneohe  Bay  will 
move  to  NAS  Miranuu  to  facilitate  the  relocation  of  the  NAS  Barbers  Point  squadrons. 
Finally  the  Department  of  the  Navy  will  dispose  of  the  land  and  facilities  at  NAS 
Barbers  Point  and  any  proceeds  will  be  used  to  defray  base  closure  expenses. 

Return  On  Investment:  This  recommendation  was  considered  as  pan  of  a  package 
that  included  Pacific  operational  air  stations.  The  COBRA  data  below  applies  to  the 
operational  air  stations  on  the  West  Coast  and  in  Hawaii,  as  follows:  NAS  Barbers 
Point,  MCAS  Kaneohe  Bay,  MCAS  El  Toro  and  NAS  Miramar.  The  total  estimated 
one-time  costs  for  the  recommendations  are  $898.5  million.  Annual  recurring  savings 
are  $173.9  million  with  an  immediate  return  on  investment.  The  net  present  value  of 
the  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  Is  a  savings  of  $1374.2  million.  In 
addition  this  package  avoids  approximately  $600  million  in  military  construction  at 
MCAS  29  Palms  which  is  required  to  implement  the  1991  Base  Closure  Commission’s 
recommendation  to  close  MCAS  Tustin. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  NAS  Barbers  Point  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local 
economy.  The  proposed  potential  employment  loss  (both  direct  and  indirect)  .9 
percent  of  the  employment  base  of  the  Honolulu,  Hawaii,  Metropolitan  Stadsui.<il  Area, 
assuming  no  economic  recovery.  There  is  no  significant  communit;  .  tructure 
impact  at  any  receiving  InstailatioG.  There  will  be  no  significant  env.  .  .  lental 
impacts  resulting  from  this  action.  Hazardous  waste  generation  and  pollutants  will  be 
eliminated.  This  closure  will  remove  special  use  air  space  restrictioiis  (such  as  military 
operating  r*as)  as  well  as  elevated  noise  levels  and  air  emissions.  Ongoing 
environnii.ital  clean-up  efforts  will  continue  until  completed. 


Naval  Air  Station,  Glenview,  Illinois 

Recommendation:  Close  the  Naval  Air  Station  (NAS),  Glenview  and  relocate  its 
aircraft  and  associated  personnel,  equipment  and  suppon  to  Navy  Reserve,  National 
Guard  and  other  activities.  Family  housing  located  at  NAS  Glenview  will  be  retained 
to  meet  existing  and  new  requirements  of  the  nearby  Naval  Training  Center  (NTC), 
Great  Lakes.  The  Recruiting  District,  (Chicago  will  be  relocated  to  NTC  Great  Lakes. 
The  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Center  activities  will  relocate  as  appropriate  to  Dam  Neck, 
Virginia,  Green  Bay,  Wisconsin,  Stewart  Army  National  Guard  Facility,  New  Windsor, 
New  York  and  NAS,  Atlanta,  Georgia. 

Justification:  Naval  air  forces  are  being  reduced  consistent  with  the  fleet  reductions 
ui  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan.  Projected  force  levels  for  both  active  and  reserve 
iviation  elements  leave  the  Department  with  significant  excess  capacity  in  the  reserve 
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air  station  category.  Closire  of  NAS  Glenview  eliminates  excess  capacity  at  a  base 
with  a  very  low  military  .alue  whose  assets  can  be  redistributed  into  more  economical 
and  efficient  operations.  This  closure,  combined  with  three  others  in  this  category, 
results  in  nutximum  reduction  of  excess  capacity  while  increasing  the  average  military 
value  of  the  remaining  reserve  air  stations.  In  arriving  at  the  recommendation  to  close 
NAS  Glenview,  a  specific  analysis  was  conducted  to  ensure  that  there  was 
demogr^rhic  support  for  purposes  of  force  recruiting  in  the  areas  to  which  the  reserve 
aircraft  are  being  relocated. 

Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  the  recommendation  are 
$14.1  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $31  million  with  an  immediate  return  on 
investment  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a 
savings  of  $313.4  million. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  NAS  Glenview  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy. 
The  projected  potential  employment  loss  (both  direct  and  indirect)  is  0.1  percent  of  the 
employment  base  of  the  CThicago  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area,  assuming  no  economic 
recovery.  There  is  no  significant  community  infrastructure  impact  at  any  receiving 
installation.  There  will  be  no  significant  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  this 
action.  Generation  of  hazardous  wastes  and  pollutants  will  be  eliminated.  In  addition, 
this  closure  will  remove  special  use  air  space  restrictions  such  as  military  operations 
areas  and  military  training  areas,  and  reduce  noise  levels  and  air  emissions. 


Naval  Electronic  Centers 

Recommendation:  Gose  Naval  Electronics  Systems  Engineering  Center  (NESEC)  St. 
Inigoes,  Maryland,  disestablish  NESEC  Charleston,  South  Carolina  and  Naval 
Electronics  Security  Systems  Engineering  Center  (NESSEC),  Washington,  DC. 
Consolidate  the  Centers  into  an  East  Coast  NESEC  at  Portsmouth,  Virginia.  The 
ATC/ACLS  facility  at  St  Inigoes  and  the  Aegis  Radio  Room  Laboratory  will  remain 
in  place  and  will  be  transferred  to  Naval  Air  Systems  Command. 

Justification:  This  recommendation  was  rejected  by  the  1991  DoD  Base  Closure  and 
Realignment  Commission.  In  doing  so,  the  Commission  stated  that  DoD  had  failed  to 
explore  other  alternative  sites  and  had  failed  to  address  asserted  problems  at 
Portsmouth  with  testing  of  radars  and  communication  equipment.  Several  new  factors 
contributed  to  the  renewal  of  this  recommendation. 

The  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan  shows  a  significant  further  decrease  in  force 
structure  from  that  in  1991,  giving  rise  to  additional  excess  capacity.  The  facilities  at 
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St  Inigoes,  Maryland,  once  NESEC  St  Inigoes  relocates  to  Portsmouth,  would  be 
available  to  support  the  major  relocation  to  the  Patuxent  River  complex  of  the  Naval 
Air  Systems  Command  and  several  of  its  subordinate  organizations.  This  move  results 
in  both  substantial  organizadonal  efficiencies  and  economies  and  is  a  significant 
element  of  the  Navy's  compliaiux  with  the  DoD  policy  to  move  activities  out  of  leased 
space  in  the  NCR  into  DoD  owned  facilities.  The  Portsmouth  consolidation  includes 
f^SEC  Washington,  DC  resulting  in  an  additional  relocation  from  leased  space  in  the 
NCR  into  DoD  owned  facilities.  The  Portsmouth  consolidation  also  achieves  a  major 
reduction  in  excess  cs^racity  for  these  activities  and  with  this  consolidation  in 
Portsmouth,  the  Navy  Management  Support  Office  can  be  consolidated  at  this  Center. 
Without  the  Portsmouth  consolidation,  the  benefits  resulting  from  the  synergy  of 
consolidating  the  three  centers  would  not  be  realized,  and  the  reduction  in  excess 
capacity  would  be  adversely  impacted. 

The  Portsmouth  consolidation  utilizes,  as  the  magnet  site  for  this  consolidation, 
the  installation  with  the  highest  military  value  of  all  activities  in  the  cluster.  A  review 
of  the  certified  data  call  responses  indicates  that  one  of  the  reasons  for  this  military 
value  rating  is  NESEC  Portsmouth’s  current  capability  to  perform  a  broad  range  of 
testing  functions  on  a  wide  variety  of  communications  and  radar  systems,  including  the 
Submarine  Broadcast  System,  Relocatable  C>ver>the*Horizon  Radar,  Tactical  Secure 
Voice,  and  the  AN/SLQ-32(\0  1/2/3/4/5.  At  its  Fleet  Engineering  Suppon  Center  is  a 
completely  integrated  shipboard  communications  system  that  contains  a  sample  of 
ever^'  communications  receive,  transmitter,  data  link  and  ancillary  terminal  hardware 
in  the  LF  through  UHF  frequency  range.  The  radar  systems  testing  capability  is 
enhanced  by  the  AN/SSQ-74(V)  Radar  and  Communications  Signal  Simulator  with  its 
associated  antenna  farm.  These  capabilities,  particularly  when  joined  with  those  of  the 
other  activities  in  this  consolidation,  gives  the  Navy  a  most  formidable  technical  center 
which,  because  of  the  consolidation,  will  be  able  to  function  more  economically  and 
efficiently  than  these  activities  could  if  separate. 

Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  recommendation  are 
$1473  million.  Annual  lecuning  savings  are  $32.3  million  with  a  return  on 
investment  in  three  years.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty 
year  period  is  a  savings  of  $123.8  million. 

Impacts:  The  closure,  disestablishment  and  relocation,  as  appropriate,  of  these  Naval 
technical  centers  will  have  impacts  on  the  local  economies,  llie  projected  potential 
employment  losses  (both  direct  and  indirect)  arc  1.6  percent  of  the  employment  base  of 
the  Charleston,  SC  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area  (MSA)  assuming  no  economic 
recovery;  11.9  percent  of  the  employment  base  of  St,  Mary’s  County,  Maryland,  except 
that,  because  of  other  relocations  into  this  county,  there  will  only  be  a  net  1.8  percent 
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decrease  in  employment;  0.03  percent  of  the  employment  base  of  the  Washington,  DC, 
MSA,  assiuning  no  economic  recovery;  and  0,2  percent  of  the  employment  base  of  the 
Norfolk- Virginia  Beach-Newp)ort  News.  Virginia.  MSA  assuming  no  economic 
recovery,  llie  consolidation  at  NESSEC,  Portsmouth  will  have  a  positive  impact  on 
the  environment  as  a  soutce  of  poUudon  will  be  eliminated.  Enviromnental  mitigation 
and  restoration  will  continue  until  completed. 


Naval  Air  Station  Meridian,  Mississippi 

Recommendation:  Oose  Naval  Air  Station  (NAS)  Meridian.  Relocate  advanced 
strike  training  to  Naval  Air  Station  Kingsville.  Texas.  Relocate  intermediate  strike 
training  and  Naval  Technical  Training  Center  to  NAS  Pensacola,  Honda. 

Justification:  Projected  reductions  contained  in  the  Department  of  Defense  Force 
Structure  Plan  require  a  substantial  decrease  in  training  air  station  capacity.  When 
considering  air  space  and  facilities  of  all  types  of  suppon  aviation  training,  there  is 
about  twice  the  ct^)adty  required  to  perform  the  mission.  The  training  conducted  at 
the  Naval  Air  Station.  Meridian  can  be  consolidated  with  similar  training  at  the  Naval 
Air  Station.  Kingsville  and  the  Naval  Air  Station.  Pensacola.  This  results  in  an 
economy  and  efficiency  of  operations  which  enhances  the  military  value  of  the  training 
and  pla^  training  aircraft  in  proximity  to  over-water  air  space  and  potential  berthing 
sites  for  carriers  being  used  in  training  evolutions.  Currendy.  for  example,  pilots 
trmning  in  Meridian  fly  to  the  Naval  Air  Station.  Pensacola  in  order  to  do  carrier 
landing  training.  The  closure  of  Meridian  and  die  accompanying  closure  of  the  Naval 
Air  Station,  Memphis,  result  in  centralized  aviation  training  function.s  at  bases  with  a 
higher  average  military  value  than  that  possessed  by  the  training  air  stations  before 
closure.  Both  the  Naval  Air  Station.  Kingsville  and  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Pensacola 
have  higher  military  value  than  the  Naval  Air  Station.  Meridian.  The  consolidation  of 
the  Naval  Technical  Training  Center  with  its  parent  command,  the  Chief  of  Naval 
Education  and  Training,  will  provide  for  improvement  in  the  management  and 
efficiency  of  the  training  establishment  and  enhance  its  military  value  to  the  Navy. 

Return  On  Investment:  The  total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  both  NAS  Meridian 
and  NAS  Memphis  recommendations  are  $274.1  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  for 
both  actions  are  $82.2  million  with  a  return  on  investment  in  two  years.  The  net 
present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  $481.1  million. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  NAS  Meridian  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy. 
The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect,  is  12.8  percent  of 
the  local  employment  base  in  Lauderdale  County,  assuming  no  economic  recovery. 
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There  is  no  significant  environmental  impact  at  NAS  Meridian  as  a  result  of  this 
closure.  Environmental  cleanup  will  continue  until  complete.  Relocation  of  advanced 
strike  training  to  NAS  Kingsville  will  result  in  additional  noise  impacts  in  the  direction 
of  the  city  of  Kingsville.  This  may  require  adoption  of  noise  abatement  procedures 
until  the  ultimate  transition  of  the  TA-4  aircraft  to  the  new  T-4S  which  will 
significantly  reduce  noise  impacts.  Noise  impacts  will  also  be  increased  by  relocation 
of  intermediate  strike  training  to  NAS  Pensacola  and  will  require  prudent  management 
of  aircraft  operations  to  mitigate  this  impact  on  the  local  community. 


Naval  Air  Station,  South  Weymouth,  Massachusetts 

Recommendation:  Close  Naval  Air  Station  (NAS),  South  Weymouth  and  relocate  its 
aircraft  and  associated  personnel,  equipment  and  support  to  Naval  Air  Stations 
Brunswick,  Maine,  New  Orleans,  Louisiana,  and  Naval  Station  Mayport,  Florida.  The 
Marine  Corps  Reserve  Center  activities  will  relocate  to  Dam  Neck.  Virginia, 

Johnstown,  Pennsylvania,  Camp  Pendleton,  C^fomia,  and  NAS  Willow  Grove, 
Pennsylvania. 

Justification:  Naval  air  forces  are  being  reduced  consistent  with  fleet  reductions  in 
the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan.  Projected  force  levels  for  both  active  and  reserve 
aviation  elements  leave  the  Department  witii  significant  excess  capacity  in  the  reserve 
air  station  category.  The  greater  operational  utility  of  active  air  stations  and  the 
decision  to  rely  on  reserve  aviation  elements  in  support  of  active  operating  forces  place 
a  higher  military  value  on  locating  reserve  aviation  elements  on  active  operating  air 
bases  to  the  extent  possible.  Closure  of  NAS  South  Weymouth  allows  the  relocation 
of  reserve  P-3’s  to  the  major  P*3  active  operating  base  at  NAS  Brunswick,  ME  and 
distributes  other  assets  to  the  active  operating  base  at  Mayport,  FL  and  to  a  reserve  air 
station  with  a  higher  military  value.  In  arriving  at  the  recommendation  to  close  NAS 
South  Weymouth,  a  specific  analysis  was  conducted  to  ensure  that  there  was 
demographic  support  for  purposes  of  force  recruiting  in  the  areas  to  which  the  resen'e 
aircraft  arc  being  relocated. 

Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  the  recommendation  are 
$23.0  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $25.9  million  with  an  immediate  return  on 
investment.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a 
savings  of  $252.1  million. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  NAS  South  Weymouth  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local 
economy.  The  projected  potential  employment  loss  (both  direct  and  indirect)  is  0.1 
percent  of  the  employment  base  of  the  Boston-Lawrcncc-Salem-Lowell,  Massachusetts, 
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Metropolitan  Statistical  Area,  assuming  no  economic  recovery.  There  is  no  significant 
community  infrastructure  in^iact  at  any  receiving  installation.  There  will  be  no 
significant  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  this  action.  Generation  of  hazardous 
wastes  and  pollutants  will  be  eliminated.  In  addition,  this  closure  will  remove  special 
use  air  space  restrictions  (such  as  military  operations  areas  and  military  training 
routes),  and  reduce  noise  levels  and  air  emissions. 


Naval  Station,  Staten  Island,  New  York 

Recommendation:  Qose  Naval  Station  Staten  Island.  Relocate  its  ships  along  with 
their  dedicated  personnel,  equipment  and  support  to  Naval  Stations,  Norfolk,  Virginia 
and  Mayport,  Florida.  Disposition  of  minor  tenants  is  as  follows;  Ship  intermediate 
Maintenance  Activity,  New  York  relocates  to  Earle.  New  Jersey  and  Norfolk,  Virginia; 
Recruiting  District.  New  York  disestablishes;  Supervisor  of  Shipbuilding.  Conversion 
and  Repair  (SUPSHIP),  Brooklyn  Detachment  disestablishes. 

Justification;  The  berthing  capacity  of  Naval  Station  Staten  Island  is  excess  to  the 
capacity  required  to  support  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan.  A  comprehensive  analysis 
of  naval  station  berthing  capacity  was  performed  with  the  goal  of  r^ucing  excess 
capacity  to  the  maximum  extent  possible  while  maintaining  the  overall  military  value 
of  the  remaining  naval  stations.  To  provide  berthing  to  support  projected  force 
structure,  the  resulting  mix  of  naval  stations  was  configured  to  satisfy  specific  mission 
lequirements.  including:  100  percent  aircraft  carrier  berthing  in  each  fleet;  ammunition 
ships  at  ESQD*approved  bathing;  one  SSN/SSBN  unique  base  complex  per  fleet;  and 
maintenance  of  the  Norfolk  and  San  Diego  fleet  concentrations.  The  ships  currently 
berthed  at  Naval  Station  Staten  Island  can  be  relocated  to  bases  with  higher  military 
value.  This  closure,  combined  with  other  recommended  closures  and  realignments  in 
the  Atlantic  Fleet,  results  in  the  maximum  reduction  of  excess  capacity  while 
increasing  the  average  military  value  of  the  remaining  Atlantic  Fleet  bases. 

Return  On  Investment;  Total  estimated  one-time  savings  for  this  closure  exceed  one¬ 
time  costs  by  $1.7  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $58.5  million  with  an 
ifiunediate  return  on  investmenL  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a 
twenty  year  period  is  a  savings  of  $660.9  million. 

Impacts;  The  closure  of  Naval  Station  Staten  Island  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local 
economy.  The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect,  is  0.1 
percent  of  the  local  employment  base  in  the  New  York  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area, 
assuming  no  economic  recovery.  There  is  no  significant  community  infrastructure 
in^MCt  at  either  closing  or  receiving  locations.  This  closure  will  eliminate  the 
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generation  of  hazardous  wastes  and  the  requirement  to  eliminate  the  hazardous  material 
ccofonning  storage  facility.  Ongoing  environmental  cleanup  will  continue  as  pan  of 
the  closure  process.  There  are  no  significant  environmental  impacts  at  either  Naval 
Station  Maypon  or  Naval  Stadon  Norfolk. 


Aviation  Supply  OfTke*  Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania 

Recommendation:  Gose  the  Aviation  Supply  Office  ( ASO),  Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania  and  relocate  necessary  personnel,  equipment  and  support  to  the  Ship 
Parts  Control  Center  (SPCQ,  Mechanicsburg,  Pennsylvania. 

Justification:  The  reductions  in  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan  equate  to  a  significant 
workload  reduction  for  the  Navy’s  inventory  control  points.  Since  there  is  excess 
capacity  in  this  category  the  Navy  decided  to  consolidate  their  two  inventory  control 
points  at  one  location.  A  companion  consideration  was  the  relocation  of  the  Naval 
Supply  Systems  Command  from  its  present  location  in  leased  space  in  the  National 
Ciqiital  Region,  to  a  location  at  which  it  could  be  collocated  with  major  subordinate 
organizadons.  This  major  consolidadon  of  a  headquarters  with  its  operadonal 
con^nents  can  be  accomplished  at  SPCC,  Mechanicsburg  with  a  minimum  of 
construcdon  and  rehabilitadon.  The  end  result  is  a  significantly  more  efficient  and 
economical  organizadon. 

Return  On  Investment:  This  realignment  was  considered  as  part  of  a  larger  group  of 
moves  and  the  COBRA  data  set  out  below  include  the  following  realignments  from  the 
Nadonal  Capital  Region  and  Philadelphia  to  SPCC  Mechanicsburg:  Naval  Supply 
Systems  Command.  Aviation  Supply  Office.  Defense  Printing  Systems  Management 
Office  and  Food  Service  Systems  Office.  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  the 
recommendation  are  $88.9  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $20.5  miUion  with  a 
return  on  investment  in  one  year.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a 
twenty  year  period  is  a  savings  of  $102.8  million. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  this  inventory  control  point  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local 
economy.  The  projected  potential  employment  loss  (both  direct  and  indirect)  is  0.2 
percent  of  the  en^loyment  base  of  the  Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania,  Metropolitan 
Statistical  Area,  assuming  no  economic  recovery.  There  is  no  significant  community 
infrastructure  impact  at  the  receiving  installation.  The  closure  of  ASO  Philadelphia 
will  have  a  positive  impact  on  the  environment  since  a  source  of  potential  hazardous 
wastes  and  pollutants  be  eliminated.  Environmental  mitigation  and  restoration  will 
continue  until  complete. 
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Naval  Shipyard,  Charleston,  South  Carolina 

Recommendation:  Qose  the  Naval  Shipyard  (NSY)  Charleston. 

Justification:  NSY  Charleston’s  capacity  is  excess  to  that  required  to  suppon  the 
number  of  ships  in  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan.  An  analysis  of  naval  shipyard 
capacity  was  performed  with  a  goal  of  reducing  excess  capacity  to  the  maximum 
extent  possible  while  maintaining  the  overall  military  value  of  the  remaining  shipyards. 
The  closure  of  NSY  Charleston,  when  combined  with  the  recommended  closure  of 
NSY  Mare  Island,  California,  results  in  the  maximum  reduction  of  excess  capacity,  and 
its  workload  can  readily  be  absorbed  by  the  remaining  yards.  The  elimination  of 
another  shipyard  paforming  nuclear  work  would  reduce  this  capability  below  the 
nunimum  c^ncity  required  to  support  diis  critical  area.  The  closure  of  NSY 
Charleston,  in  combination  with  Mare  Island  NSY,  allows  the  elimination  of  a  greater 
amount  of  excess  capacity  while  maintaining  die  overall  value  of  the  remaining 
shipyards  at  a  higho-  military  value  level  dian  diat  of  the  current  configuration  of 
shipyards.  Other  options  ei^er  reduced  ciqiacity  below  that  required  to  support  the 
approved  force  lev^,  eliminated  specific  capabilities  needed  to  support  mission 
requirements  or  resulted  in  a  lower  military  value  for  this  group  of  activities. 

Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  closure  are  $246.7 
million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $66  million  with  a  return  on  investment  in  one 
year.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty-year  period  is  a  savings 
of  $3853  million. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  NSY  Charleston  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy. 
The  projected  potential  enqiloyment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect,  is  5.2  percent  of  the 
local  employment  base  in  the  Charieston  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area  (MSA), 
assuming  no  economic  recovery.  Other  1993  closure  and  realignment 
recommendations  taing  the  total  in^iact  on  the  Charleston  MSA  to  15  percent.  There 
is  90  significant  community  infrastructure  iirqnct  at  any  receiving  location  resulting 
from  this  closure.  Generation  of  hazardous  waster  and  pollutants  will  be  eliminated. 
Currently,  programmed  environmental  projects  will  be  completed  as  part  of  the  closure 
actions,  which  will  also  eliminate  the  need  to  operate  the  hazardous  waste  facilities  and 
to  do  annual  dredging. 
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Naval  Station  Charleston,  South  Carolina 

Recommendation:  Close  Naval  Station  (NS).  Charleston  and  relocate  assigned  ships 
to  Naval  Stations,  Norfolk.  Virginia;  Mayport,  Florida;  Pascagoula,  Mississippi: 
Ingleside,  Texas  and  Submarine  Base.  Kings  Bay.  Georgia.  Appropriate  personnel, 
equipment  and  support,  to  include  the  diydock,  will  be  relocated  with  the  ships. 
Disposition  of  major  tenants  is  as  follow.-:  Planning.  Estimating,  Repair  and 
Alterations  (PERA)  relocates  to  Portsmouth,  Virginia;  the  Naval  Investigative  Service 
Regional  Office  disestablishes;  Ship  Intomediate  Maintenance  Activity,  Charleston 
disestablishes,  and  the  Naval  Reserve  Cenmr  and  REDCOM  7  relocate  to  leased  space 
in  the  Charleston  area;  Fleet  and  Mine  Warfare  Training  Center  relocates  to  Naval 
Station  Ingleside,  Fleet  Training  Center  Mayport,  and  Fleet  Training  Center  Norfolk; 
Submarine  Training  Facility  Charleston  disestablishes.  Family  housing  located  within 
the  Charleston  Navy  complex  will  be  retained  as  necessary  to  support  the  nearby  Naval 
Weapons  Station  Charleston. 

Justification:  The  piers  and  maintenance  activity  at  NS  Charleston  are  excess  to  the 
capacity  required  to  support  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan.  A  comprehensive  analysis 
of  naval  station  berthing  cqiacity  was  performed  with  a  goal  of  reducing  excess 
capacity  to  the  maximum  extent  while  maintaining  the  overall  military  value  of  the 
remaining  naval  stations.  To  provide  berthing  to  support  projected  force  stnicture,  the 
resulting  mix  of  naval  stations  was  configured  to  satisfy  specific  mission  requirements, 
including:  100  percent  aiccraft  carrier  berthing  in  each  fleet;  ammunition  ships  at 
ESQD-approved  berthing;  one  SSN/SSBN  unique  base  complex  per  fleet;  and 
maintenance  of  the  Norfolk  and  San  Diego  fleet  concentrations  as  part  of  the  solution. 
The  berths  at  the  NS  Charleston  are  excess  to  Navy  requirements.  The  relocation  of 
the  21  ships  currently  based  at  NS  Charleston  will  allow  the  closure  of  this  naval  base 
and  eliminate  almost  half  of  the  excess  berthing  capacity  in  bases  supporting  the 
Atlantic  Fleet  This  closure,  combined  with  other  recommended  closures  and 
realignments  in  the  Atlandc  Fleet  results  in  the  maximum  reduction  of  excess  capacity 
while  increasing  average  military  value  of  the  remaining  Atlantic  Fleet  Bases. 

Return  On  Inv  stment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  recommendation  are 
$185.0  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $92.6  million  with  an  immediate  return 
on  investment  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is 
a  savings  of  $748.1  million. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  this  naval  station  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy. 
The  projected  potential  loss  (both  direct  and  indirect)  is  7.0  percent  of  the  employment 
base  in  the  Ch^leston  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area  (MSA),  assuming  no  economic 
recovery.  Other  1993  closure  and  realignment  recommendations  bring  the  total  impact 
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on  this  MSA,  assuming  no  economic  recovery,  to  15  percent  There  is  no  known 
conununity  infrastructure  impact  at  any  receiving  inst^ladon.  There  is  no  significant 
environmental  impact  resulting  from  t^  closure.  Environmental  cleanup  will  be 
continued  until  con^>lete. 


Naval  Air  Station,  Dallas,  Texas 

Recommendation:  Close  the  Naval  Air  Statitm  (NAS),  Dallas  and  relocate  its  aircraft 
and  associated  personnel,  equipment  and  support  to  Carswell  Air  Force  Base,  Fort 
Worth,  Texas.  The  following  Navy  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Centers  relocate  to 
Carswell  Air  Force  Base:  Naval  Reserve  Cento-,  Dallas,  Marine  Coip  Reserve  Center, 
Dallas,  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Center  (Wmg)  Dallas,  and  REDCOM  11. 

Justification:  Naval  air  forces  are  being  reduced  consistent  with  the  fleet  reductions 
in  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan.  Projected  force  levels  reflected  for  both  active  and 
reserve  aviation  elements  leave  the  Navy  with  significant  excess  capacity  in  the  reserve 
air  station  category.  Closure  of  Naval  Air  Station,  Dallas  and  reconstitution  at 
Carswell  Air  Force  Base  provides  the  reserves  with  a  significantly  superior  air  base. 
The  resulting  air  station,  with  Air  Force  reserve  squadrons  now  as  tenants,  will  remove 
the  operational  difficulties  currently  experienced  at  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Dallas, 
including  flight  conflicts  with  the  civilian  airport.  This  closure,  combined  with  three 
others  in  this  category,  results  in  die  maximum  reduction  of  excess  capacity  in  reserve 
air  stations  while  increasing  the  average  military  value  of  the  remaining  bases  in  this 
category. 

Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  the  recommendation  are 
$24.0  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $5.2  million  with  a  return  on  investment 
in  five  years.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is 
a  savings  of  $30.8  million. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  NAS  Dallas  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy.  The 
projected  potential  employment  loss  (both  direct  and  indirect)  is  0.5  percent  of  the 
enqiloyment  base  of  t^  Dallas,  Texa^'  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area,  assuming  no 
economic  recovery.  There  is  no  known  community  infrastructure  impact  at  the 
receiving  installation.  There  will  be  no  significant  environmental  impacts  as  a  result  of 
this  action.  Generation  of  hazardous  waste  and  pollutants  will  be  eliminated.  The 
hazardous  waste  storage  facility  operated  by  NAS  Dallas  will  have  to  be  closed  in 
accordance  with  the  requirements  of  the  Part  B  permiL  In  addition,  this  closure  will 
remove  special  use  air  space  restrictions  (such  as  military  operating  areas),  and  reduce 
noise  levels  and  air  emissions. 


74 


Naval  Aviation  Depot  Norfolk,  Virginia 


Recommendation:  Cose  Naval  Aviadon  Depot  (NADEP),  Norfolk  and  relocate  repair 
capability  as  necessary  to  other  depot  maintenance  acdvides.  This  relocation  may 
include  personnel,  equipment  and  support  The  Depot  workload  will  move  to  other 
depot  maintenance  activities,  including  the  private  sector. 

Justification:  Naval  Aviation  Depot  Norfolk  is  recommended  for  closure  because  its 
capacity  is  excess  to  that  required  to  support  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan.  Projected 
reductions  require  an  almost  50  percent  reduction  in  capacity  in  the  Navy  aviation 
depots.  In  determining  the  mix  of  aviation  depots  which  would  achieve  the  maximum 
reduction  in  excess  capacity,  the  Navy  determined  that  there  must  be  at  least  one 
aviation  depot  at  a  fleet  concentration  on  each  coast.  The  work  performed  at  NADEP, 
Norfolk  can  be  performed  at  other  aviation  maintenance  activities,  including  the  private 
sector.  While  the  military  value  of  the  Naval  Aviation  Depot,  Norfolk  was  not 
substantially  less  than  that  of  the  Naval  Aviation  Depots  at  Cherry  Point  and 
Jacksonville,  those  NADEPs  possess  unique  features  and  capabilities  which  required 
their  retention.  The  closure  of  NADEP  Norfolk  will  reduce  excess  capacity  in  this 
category  and  maintain  or  increase  the  average  military  value  of  the  remaining  depots. 

Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  the  recommendation  are 
$172.5  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $108.2  million  with  an  immediate  return 
on  investment  Tne  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is 
a  savings  of  $748.5  million. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  the  NADEP  Norfolk  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local 
economy.  The  projected  potential  loss  (both  direct  and  indirect)  is  1 .9  percent  of  the 
en^)loyment  base  of  the  Norfolk-Virginia  Beach-Newport  News,  Virginia  Metropolitan 
Statistical  Area  (MSA)  assumuig  no  economic  recovery.  However,  because  of  other 
closures  and  realignments  into  this  area,  there  will  be  a  net  0.7  percent  increase  in 
eirjployment.  There  is  no  known  community  infrastructure  impact  at  any  receiving 
installation.  There  are  no  significant  environmental  impacts  occasioned  by  this  closure, 
(jeneration  of  hazardous  wastes  and  pollutants  will  be  eliminated,  as  will  air  emissions, 
which  will  result  in  air  emission  "credits". 


Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London,  Connecticut 

Recommendation:  Realign  Naval  Submarine  Base  (NSB),  New  London  by 
terminating  its  mission  to  homeport  ships.  Relocate  beithed  ships,  their  personnel, 
associated  equipment  and  other  support  to  the  Submarine  Base,  Kings  Bay,  Georgia 
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and  the  Naval  Station,  Norfolk,  Virginia.  This  relocation  is  to  include  a  floating 
drydock.  Piers,  waterfront  facilities,  and  related  property  shall  be  retained  by  the  Navy 
at  New  London,  Connecticut  The  Nuclear  Submarine  Support  Facility,  a  major  tenant 
relocates  to  Kings  Bay,  Georgia  and  Norfolk,  Virginia;  and  another  major  tenant  the 
Nuclear  Powct  Train  mg  Unit  disestablishes. 

Justification:  Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London's  capacity  is  excess  to  that 
required  to  support  the  number  of  ships  reflected  in  die  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan.  A 
comprehensive  analysis  of  naval  station  beithing  ciqiacity  was  performed  with  a  goal 
of  reducing  excess  cqucity  to  the  maximum  extent  possible  while  maintaining  the 
overall  military  value  of  tte  remaining  naval  stations.  To  provide  berthing  to  support 
the  projected  force  structure,  the  resulting  mix  of  naval  stations  was  configured  to 
satisfy  specific  mission  requirements,  including;  100  percent  aircraft  carrier  berthing  in 
each  fleet;  ammunition  ships  at  ESQD-approved  berthing;  one  SSN/SSBN  unique  base 
complex  per  fleet;  and  maintenance  of  the  Norfolk  and  San  Diego  fleet  concentrations. 
With  a  reduction  in  ships,  the  Navy  requires  one  submarine  base  per  Fleet  In  view  of 
the  capacity  at  the  Submarine  Base,  Kings  Bay  and  the  Naval  Station,  Norfolk,  the 
sulMiiarines  based  at  New  London  can  be  relocated  to  activities  with  a  higher  military 
value.  The  education  and  training  missions  being  performed  at  the  Submarine  Base, 
New  London  will  continue  to  be  performed  there  and  the  Na\7  will  retain  piers, 
waterfront  facilities  and  related  property.  This  realignment,  combined  with  other 
recofnmended  closures  and  realigiunents  in  the  Atlantic  Fleet,  results  in  the  maximum 
reduction  of  excess  edacity  while  increasing  the  average  military  value  of  the 
remaining  Atlantic  Fleet  bases. 

Return  On  Investment*  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  realignment  are  $260 
million.  Aimual  recurring  savings  are  $74.6  million  with  an  immediate  return  on 
investment  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a 
savings  of  $502.7  million. 

Impacts:  The  realigiunent  of  Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London  will  have  an 
impact  on  the  local  economy.  Tbe  projected  potential  employment  loss  (both  direct 
and  indirect)  in  the  New  London,  CT-Norwich,  CT-Rhode  Island  Metropolitan 
Statistical  Area  is  7.4  percent  of  tbe  employment  base,  assuming  no  economic 
recevery.  Potential  community  inhastructure  impact  was  identified  at  Submarine  Base. 
Kings  Bay,  Georgia,  relating  primarily  to  schools  and  roads.  Costs  of  remediating 
these  impacts  were  included  in  the  return  on  investment  calculations.  This  closure  will 
result  in  a  reduction  in  the  generation  of  hazardous  wastes,  which,  because  Naval 
Submarine  Base,  New  London  is  on  the  National  Priorities  List,  v/ill  have  a  positive 
impact  on  tbe  on-going  efforts  to  clean  up  the  site.  There  will  be  no  other  significant 
eovironmeatal  impacts  from  this  closure. 
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Naval  Surface  Waifare  Center  Detachment 
White  Oak,  Maryland 


Recoouiiendation:  Disestablish  the  White  Oak  Detachment  of  the  Naval  Surface 
Wa’fan  Center  (NSWC)  (Dahlgren),  located  at  White  Oak,  Maryland.  Relocate  its 
functions,  personnel,  equipment  and  support  to  NSWC-Dahlgren,  Virginia.  The 
property  a^  facilities  at  White  Oak  wUl  be  retained  for  use  by  the  Navy  so  that  it 
may,  antong  other  things,  mlucaie  the  Naval  Sea  Sy.stems  (NAVSEA)  Command  from 
leased  space  in  Arlington,  Virginia. 

Justification;  This  technical  ccrater  is  recommended  for  closure  because  its  capacity  is 
excess  to  that  required  by  the  X>oD  Foire  Structure  Plan.  There  is  excess  capacity  in 
this  category  bas^  on  a  compaiison  of  budgeted  workload  during  the  period  1986- 
1995  aiKi  the  FY  1995  budgeted  workload.  A  review  of  the  Navy  budget  displays  a 
clear  decline  in  the  period  1995-1999.  As  the  work  declines,  the  excess  capacity 
increases  thereby  requiring  a  reduction  in  facilities  and  personnel.  The  technical 
centers  throughout  tlte  Department  of  the  Navy  currently  have  significant  excess 
capacity  as  these  technical  centers  were  established  and  sized  to  support  significantly 
higher  naval  force  levels  and  require  resource  levels  greatly  in  excess  of  those 
projected  if  all  resources  are  to  be  fully  employed.  Given  this  excess  capacity  and  the 
imbalance  with  force  and  resource  levels,  it  is  imperative  to  realign  and  compress 
wherever  possible  so  that  the  remaining  technical  centers  will  have  the  greater  military 
value  to  tte  Department  of  the  Navy. 

Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  recommendation  are 
$74  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $22.3  million  with  a  return  on  investment  in 
two  years.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a 
savings  of  $103.3  million.  This  includes  the  relocation  of  NAVSEA. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  NSWC-Dahlgm,  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy. 
The  projected  potential  employnKnt  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect  is  1 .0  percent  of  the 
employment  base  in  this  Metropolitan  Area,  assuming  no  economic  recovery.  The 
closure  of  NSWC-Dahlgren  will  have  a  positive  impact  on  the  environment  as  a  source 
of  pollution  will  be  eliminated.  Environmental  mitigation  and  restoration  will  continue 
until  completed. 
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1st  Marine  Corps  District 
Garden  City,  New  York 


Rcconunendation:  Gose  the  1st  Marine  District.  Garden  City,  New  York  and  relocate 
necessary  personnel,  equipment  and  support  to  the  Defense  Disnibudon  Region  East, 

New  Cumberland,  Pen^ylvania.  The  Defense  Contract  Management  Area  Office,  a 
present  tenant  in  the  facility  occupied  by  this  activity  as  its  host,  will  remain  in  place 
and  assume  responsibility  for  this  facility.  The  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Center,  Garden 
Qty  will  relocate  to  Fort  Hamilton,  New  York. 

Justincation:  The  reductions  in  force  structure  require  a  reduction  of  capacity  in  ^ 

administrative  activities.  Consolidation  of  this  activity  into  a  joint  services 
organization  will  enhance  its  ability  to  discharge  its  mission  most  effectively  and 
economically. 

Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  the  recommendation  are 
$63  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $1  million  with  a  return  on  investment  in 
six  years.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a 
savings  of  $2.8  million. 

Impacts:  The  closure  and  relocation  of  this  activity  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local 
economy.  The  projected  potential  employment  loss  (both  direct  and  indirect)  is  0.01 
percent  of  the  employment  base  of  the  Nassau-Suffolk,  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area, 
assuming  no  economic  recovery.  There  is  no  known  community  infrastructure  impact 
at  any  receiving  installation.  There  are  no  environmental  impacts  occasioned  by  this 
closure  and  realignment  Any  necessary  environmental  clean-ups  will  continue  until 
competed. 


Naval  EducatioD  and  Training  Center,  Newport,  Rhode  Island 

Recommendation:  Realign  the  Naval  Education  and  Training  Center  (NETQ 
Newport  and  terminate  the  Center’s  mission  to  berth  ships.  Relocate  the  ships  to 
Naval  Station  Mayport,  Florida  and  Naval  Station  Norfolk,  Virginia.  Piers,  waterfront 
facilities  and  relat^  property  shall  be  retained  by  NETC  Newport.  The  Education  and 
Training  Center  will  remain  to  satisfy  its  education  and  training  mission. 

Justilicatiun:  The  piers  and  maintenance  activity  as^ecciated  witii  NETC  Newport  are 
excess  to  the  capacity  required  to  support  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan.  A 
comprehensive  analysis  of  naval  station  berthing  capacity  was  performed  with  a  goal 
of  r^ucing  excess  capacity  to  the  maximum  extent  possible  while  maintaining  the 
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overall  miliiary  value  of  the  remaining  naval  stations.  To  provide  berthing  to  support 
the  projected  force  structure,  the  resulting  mix  of  naval  stations  was  configured  to 
satisfy  specific  mission  requirements,  including;  100  percent  aircraft  earner  berthing  in 
each  fleet;  ammunition  ships  at  liSQD-approved  berthing;  one  SSN/SSBN  unique  base 
complex  per  fleet;  and  maintenance  of  the  Norfolk  and  San  Diego  fleet  concentrations. 
NETC  Nev  port  currently  berths  five  ships  which  can  be  absorbed  at  other  homeports 
with  a  higher  military  value  This  realignment,  combined  with  other  recommended 
closures  and  realignments  in  the  Atlantic  Fleet,  results  in  the  maximum  reduction  of 
excess  capacity  wh"  increasing  the  average  military  value  of  the  remaining  Atlantic 
Fleet  bases. 

Return  On  Investment;  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  realignment  are  $23.5 
million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $4.3  million  with  a  return  on  investment  in  two 
years.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a 
savings  of  $20.3  million. 

Impacts;  The  realignment  of  NETC  Newport  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local 
economy,  ITie  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect,  is  3.0 
percent  of  the  local  employment  base  in  Newport  County,  assuming  no  economic 
recovery.  There  is  no  known  commuruty  infrastructure  impact  at  any  receiving 
location.  Realignment  of  NETC  Newport  will  eliminate  sources  of  pollution  and 
remove  eperationai  and  future  developmental  constraints  such  as  explosive  safety  arcs 
and  electromagnetic  radiation  hazard  areas.  There  are  no  significant  environmental 
impacts  at  either  Naval  Station  Maypoit  or  Naval  Station  Norfolk. 


Naval  Air  Station  Memphis,  Tennessee 

Recommendation;  Realign  Naval  Air  Station  (fJAS)  Memphis  by  terminating 
flying  mission  and  relocating  its  icservc  squadrons  to  Carswell  AFB,  Texas.  Relocate 
the  Naval  Air  Technical  Training  Center  to  NAS  Pensacola,  Florida.  The  Bu.»-eau  o* 
Naval  Personnel,  currently  in  Washington  DC,  will  be  relocated  to  NAS  Memphis  as 
part  of  a  separate  recornniendation. 

JusUncation;  Naval  aviatoi  requirements  are  decreasing  as  a  result  of  earner  air 
wing  and  fleet  reductions  consistent  with  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan.  The  NAS 
Memphis  capacity  is  excess  to  that  required  to  tram  the  number  cf  student  aviators 
required  to  meet  fleet  needs.  The  Navy  analyzed  its  training  air  stations  with  a  goal  of 
•educing  excess  capacity  to  the  maximum  extent  cop.'^'steni  with  tl  e  decreasing 
ihrouRhput  of  students.  Any  remaining  mix  of  air  SvJiions  needed,  at  a  minimum,  to 
mai'  oin  tiic  overall  military  value  of  the  remaining  bases,  while  allowing  continuance 


of  key  mission  requirements  and  maximized  efficiency.  These  factors  included 
availability  oi  traming  airspace,  outlying  fields  and  access  to  overwater  training.  The 
inland  location  of  NAS  Memphis  and  lack  of  training  airspace  make  it  a  primary 
candidate  for  closure.  Its  realignment  combined  with  the  recommended  closure  of 
NAS  Meridian,  Mississippi,  reduces  excess  ctqiacity  while  allowing  consolidation  of 
naval  air  training  around  the  two  air  stations  with  the  highest  military  value.  The 
resulting  configuration  increases  the  average  military  value  of  the  renuining  training 
air  stations  and  maximizes  efficiency  through  restructuring  around  the  two  hubs,  thus 
increasing  the  effectiveness  of  aviation  training.  Relocation  of  the  Naval  Air  Technical 
Training  Center  fills  excess  c^)acity  created  by  the  closure  of  the  Naval  Aviation 
Depot  and  the  Naval  Supply  Center  at  NAS  Pensacola. 

Return  On  Investment:  The  total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  both  the  NAS 
Meridian  and  NAS  Memphis  recommendadons  are  $274.1  million.  Annual  recurring 
savings  for  both  actions  are  $82.2  million  with  a  rettmi  on  investment  in  tw'o  years. 

The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a  savings  of 
$481.1  millon. 

Impacts:  The  realignment  of  NAS  Memphis  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local 
economy.  The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect,  is  3.1 
percent  of  the  local  emplo>'ment  base  in  the  Memphis  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area 
(MSA),  assuming  no  economic  recovery.  It  should  be  noted,  however,  that  because  of 
other  1993  realignment  actions  into  this  MSA,  the  net  decrease  is  2.2  percent 
Realignment  of  NAS  Memphis  will  reduce  noise  impacts  and  hazardous  wastes 
generation.  It  will  also  remove  special  use  airspace  restrictions.  This  realignment  has 
no  significant  environmental  or  community  impacts  at  either  NAS  Pensacola  or 
Carswell  AFB. 


Naval  Civil  Engineering  Laboratory  (NCFL) 

Port  Hueneme^  California 

Recommendation:  Close  this  technical  >  jr  and  realign  ne^sssary  functions, 
personnel,  equipment  ai.u  support  at  the  Construction  Battalion  Center,  Port  Hueneme, 
California. 

Justification:  This  technical  center  is  recommended  for  closure  because  its  capacity  is 
excess  to  that  requireo  by  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan.  There  is  excess  capacity  in 
this  category  based  on  a  comparison  of  budgeted  workload  during  the  period  1986- 
1995  and  the  FY  1995  budgeted  workload.  A  review  of  the  Navy  budget  displays  a 
clear  decline  in  the  period  1995-1999.  Thus,  as  the  work  declines,  the  excess  capacity 
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increases  thereby  requiring  a  reduction  in  facilities  and  personnel.  The  technical 
centers  throughout  the  Department  of  the  Navy  currently  have  significant  excess 
capacity  as  these  technical  centers  were  established  and  sized  to  support  significantly 
higher  naval  force  levels  and  require  resource  levels  greatly  in  excess  of  those 
projected  if  all  resources  are  to  te  fully  employed.  Given  this  excess  capacity  and  the 
imbalance  with  force  and  resource  levels,  it  is  imperative  to  realign  and  compress 
wherever  possible  so  that  the  remaining  technical  centers  will  have  the  greater  military 
value  to  tte  Department  of  the  Navy.  The  Department  of  the  Navy  will  dispose  of  this 
property  and  any  proceeds  will  be  used  to  defiay  base  closure  expenses. 

Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  recommendation  are 
$27.0  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $7.4  million  with  a  return  on  investment 
in  two  years.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a 
savings  of  $37.2  million. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  this  activity  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy.  The 
projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect  is  0.04  percent  of  the 
employment  base  in  this  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area,  assuming  no  economic 
recovery.  This  closure  will  have  a  positive  impact  on  the  environment  as  a  source  of 
pollution  will  be  eliminated.  Environmental  mitigation  and  restoration  will  continue 
until  completed. 


Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command 
Western  Engineering  Field  Division 
San  Bruno,  California 

RecommendatioD:  Realign  the  Western  Engineering  Field  Division,  Naval  Facilities 
Engineering  Command  (NAVFAQ,  San  Bruno,  California.  Retain  in  place  necessary 
personnel,  equipment  and  support  as  a  Base  Realignment  and  Qosure  (BRAC) 
Engineering  Field  Activity  under  the  management  of  the  Southwestern  Field  Division, 
NAVFAC,  San  Diego,  California. 

Justification:  The  reduction  in  the  force  structure  in  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan 
and  the  closure  of  major  naval  activities  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  area  requires  the 
realignment  of  this  activity.  The  activity’s  capacity  to  handle  NAVFAC's  considerable 
responsibilities  in  dealing  with  environnKntal  matters  arising  out  of  the  1993  round  of 
base  closures  will  remain  in  the  same  geographic  area.  The  activity  presently  has  such 
capacity.  Retaining  it  for  this  purpose  is  a  more  economical  and  efficient  alternative 
than  relocating  it  to  San  Diego  and  then  handling  on-site  problems  on  a  travel  status. 
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Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimateu  one-time  costs  for  the  recommendation  are 
$0.8  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $13  million  with  an  immediate  return  on 
invesonent  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a 
savings  of  $8.0  million. 

Impacts:  The  realignment  of  this  naval  activity  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local 
economy.  The  (nojccted  potential  en^loyment  loss  (both  direct  and  indirect)  is  0.01 
percent  of  the  enq}loyment  base  of  the  San  Francisco,  California  Metropolitan 
Statistical  Area,  assumiog  no  economic  recovery.  There  is  no  known  community 
infrastnictuit  impact  at  any  receiving  install^on.  There  are  no  significant 
environmental  inqacts  occasioned  by  this  realignmenL  Any  necessaiy  environmental 
clean-ups  will  continue  until  completed. 


Planning,  Estimating,  Repair  and  Alteration  Centers  (PERA) 

Recommendation:  Disestablish  the  following  four  technical  centers  and  relocate 
necessary  functions,  personnel,  equipment,  and  support  at  the  Supervisor  of 
Shipbuilding,  Conversion  and  Repair,  San  Diego,  California,  Portsmouth,  Virginia  and 
Newpon  News,  Virginia: 

(PERA)-(CrV),  Bremerton,  Washington. 

(PERAHSurface)  Atlantic,  Norfolk,  Virgmia, 

(PERAHSurface)  Pacific.  San  Francisco,  Ca^omia, 

(PERA>-(Surface)  (HQ),  Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania. 

Justification:  These  technical  centers  are  recommended  for  disestablishment  because 
their  cipu;ity  is  excess  to  that  required  by  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan.  There  is 
excess  capacity  in  this  category  based  on  a  comparison  of  budgeted  workload  during 
the  period  1986-1995  ard  the  FY  1S>95  budgeted  workload.  A  review  of  the  Navy 
budget  displays  a  clear  decline  in  the  period  1995-1999.  Thus,  as  the  work  declines, 
the  excess  capacity  increases  thereby  requiring  a  reduction  in  facilities  and  personnel. 
The  technical  centers  throughou;  the  Department  of  the  Navy  currently  have  significant 
excess  capacity  as  these  technical  centers  were  established  and  sized  to  support 
significantly  high^  naval  force  levels  and  require  resource  levels  greatly  in  excess  of 
those  projected  if  all  resources  are  to  be  fully  en^>loyed.  Given  this  excess  capacity 
and  the  imbalance  with  force  and  resource  levels,  it  is  imperative  to  realign  and 
compress  wherever  possible  so  that  the  remaining  technical  centers  will  have  the 
greater  military  value  to  die  Department  of  the  Navy. 
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Return  On  Investment;  Estimated  one-time  costs  of  disestablishing  PERA  (CV)  are 
$6.3  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $0.7  million  with  a  return  on  investment  in 
12  years.  'Hie  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  tw'enty  year  period  is  a 
savings  of  0.7  million.  Combined  one-time  costs  for  disestablishing  the  other  three 
PERAs  (Surface)  are  $8.8  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $2.3  million  with  a 
return  on  investment  in  four  years.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a 
twenty  year  period  is  a  savings  of  $13.7  million. 

Impacts:  Disestablishing  the  PERAs  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economies  in 
each  locality.  The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect,  for 
each  locality  is  as  follows: 

0.4  percent  in  the  Puget  Sound,  WA,  MSA 

0.01  percent  in  the  Norfolk-Virginia  Beach-Newport  News  MSA 

0.09  percent  in  the  Vallcjo-Fairfield-Napa,  CA,  MSA 

0.02  percent  in  the  Philadelphia,  PA-New  Jersey,  MSA 

Disestablishing  these  centers  will  have  a  positive  impact  on  the  environment  as  a 
source  of  pollution  will  be  eliminated. 


Public  Works  Center,  San  Francisco,  California 

Recommendation:  Disestablish  the  Public  Works  Center  (PWC)  San  Francisco. 

Justification:  PWC  San  Francisco’s  capacity  is  excess  to  that  required  by  the  DoD 
Force  Structure  Plan  and,  due  to  other  Navy  closures  and  realignments,  its  principal 
customer  base  has  been  eliminated. 

Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimated  onc-tir.ne  costs  for  tliis  recommendation  arc 
$37.5  million.  Annual  savings  are  $27.1  million  witli  an  immediate  return  on 
investment  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  jjeriod  is  a 
savings  of  $180J1  million. 

Impacts:  Disestablishment  of  FWC  San  Francisco  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local 
economy.  The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect,  is  0.3 
percent  of  the  employment  base  in  tlie  Oakland  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area  (MSA), 
assuming  no  economic  recovery.  Other  1993  closure  and  realignment 
recommendations  bring  the  U}tal  impact  on  the  Oakland  MSA  to  4.9  percent  The 
disestablislunent  of  PWC  will  have  a  positive  impact  on  the  environment  as  a  source 
of  pollution  will  be  elinunated.  Environmental  mitigation  and  restoration  will  continue 
until  completed. 
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Naval  Hospital,  Orlando,  Florida 

Recommendaticm:  Gose  the  Naval  Hospital,  Orlando  and  relocate  certain  military 
and  civilian  personnel  to  other  Naval  Hospitals. 

Justification:  Naval  Hospitals  are  situated  and  their  size  determined  for  location  near 
operating  forces  whose  pCTSonnel  will  require  medical  support  in  numbers  significant 
enough  to  mandate  a  medical  facility  as  Itfge  as  a  hr^spit^.  Given  the  extensive  use  of 
CHAMPUS,  any  Naval  Hospital  closure  must  be  predicated  upon  the  elimination  of  the 
forces  which  created  a  demand  for  the  presence  of  a  Naval  Hospital  in  the  tet 
irrstance.  The  Naval  Training  Center,  Orlando  which  was  supported  by  the  Naval 
Hospital,  Orlando  is  being  recommended  for  closure.  Accordingly,  the  operating  force 
support  previously  provided  by  the  Naval  Hospital,  Orlando  is  no  longer  required  and 
closure  follows  the  decision  to  close  the  Naval  Training  Center. 

Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  recommendation  are 
$513  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $S.l  million  with  a  return  on  investment 
in  six  years.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a 
savings  of  $21.9  million. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  Naval  Hospital,  Orlando  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local 
economy.  The  pnrojected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect,  is  0.4 
prercent  of  the  employment  base  in  the  Orlando,  Florida  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area, 
assuming  no  economic  recovoy.  The  closure  of  the  Naval  Hospntal  will  have  a 
pxmtive  irrqyact  on  the  enviroiunent  as  a  source  of  pollution  will  be  eliminated. 
Environmental  mitigation  and  restoration  will  continue  until  completed. 


Naval  Supply  Center,  Pensacola,  Florida 

Recommendation:  Disestablish  the  Naval  Suj)ply  Center  (NSC)  Pensacola. 

Justification:  NSC  Pensacola’s  capucity  is  excess  to  the  requirements  of  the  DoD 
Force  Structure  Plan.  The  pnincij)al  customer  of  NSC  Pensacola,  the  Naval  Aviation 
Depot,  Pensacola  is  also  reconunended  for  closure.  The  workload  of  NSC  Pensacola 
will  move  with  irs  customer’s  workload  to  receiving  bases. 

Return  on  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  recommendation  are 
$7.9  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $6.7  million  with  an  immediate  return  on 
investment  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a 
savings  of  $62.8  million. 
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Impacts:  The  disestablishment  of  NSC  Pensacola  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local 
economy.  The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect,  is  0.3 
percent  of  the  employment  base  in  the  Pensacola  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area  (MSA), 
assuming  no  economic  recovery.  Other  1993  closure  and  realignment 
recommendations  bring  the  total  impact  on  the  Pensacola  MSA  to  a  net  gain  of  43 
percent.  The  disestablishment  of  NSC  Pensacola  will  have  a  positive  impact  on  the 
environment  as  a  source  of  potential  hazardous  wastes  and  pollutants  will  be 
eliminated.  Environmental  mitigation  and  restoration  will  continue  until  completed. 


Naval  Surface  Warfare  Center  Detachment 
Annapolis,  Maryland 

Recommendation:  Disestablish  the  Naval  Surface  Warfare  Center  (NSWC)- 
Caiderock,  Annapolis  Detachment,  Annapolis.  Maryland,  and  relocate  the  necessary 
functions,  personnel,  equipment  and  support  to  the  Naval  Surface  Warfare  Center 
(NSWQ-Carderock,  Phil^elphia  Detachment,  Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania,  and  NSWC- 
Carderock,  Bethesda,  Maryland. 

Justification:  This  technical  center  is  recommended  for  disestablishment  because  its 
capacity  is  excess  to  that  required  by  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan.  There  is  excess 
ciqsacity  in  this  category  based  on  a  comparison  of  budgeted  workload  during  the 
period  1986-1995  and  the  FY  1995  budgeted  workload.  A  review  of  the  Navy  budget 
displays  a  clear  decline  in  the  period  1995-1999.  Thus,  as  the  work  declines,  the 
excess  capacity  increases  thereby  requiring  a  reduction  in  facilities  and  personnel.  The 
technical  centers  throughout  the  Department  of  the  Navy  currently  have  significant 
excess  capacity  as  these  technical  centers  were  established  and  sized  to  support 
significantly  iUgher  naval  force  levels  and  require  resource  levels  greatly  in  excess  of 
those  projected  if  all  resources  are  to  be  fully  employed.  Given  this  excess  capacity 
and  the  imbalance  with  force  and  resource  levels,  it  is  imperative  to  realign  and 
compress  wherever  possible  so  that  the  remaining  technical  centers  will  have  the 
greater  military  value  to  the  Department  of  the  Navy. 

Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  recommendation  are 
S24.8  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $7.8  million  with  a  return  on  investment 
in  three  years.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is 
a  savings  of  $30.8  miUion. 

Impacts:  The  disestablishment  o.*’  NSWC-Carderock,  Annapolis  Detachment  will  have 
an  impact  on  the  local  economy.  The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  botli  direct 
and  indirect  is  0.05  percent  of  the  employment  base  in  this  Metropolitan  Statistical 
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Alta,  assuming  no  economic  recovery.  The  disestablishment  of  NSWC-Carderock  will 
have  a  positive  impact  on  the  environment  as  a  source  of  pollution  will  be  eliminated. 
Environmental  mitigation  and  restoration  will  continue  until  completed. 


Navy  Radio  TransmissioD  Facility,  Annapolis,  Maryland 

Recommendation:  Disestablish  the  Navy  Radio  Transmission  Facility  (NRTF), 
Annapolis.  The  Navy  shall  retain  the  real  property  on  which  this  facility  resides. 

Jusdncation:  This  action  is  recommended  to  eliminate  redundancy  in  geographic 
coverage  in  Naval  telecommunications.  Projected  reductions  contained  in  the  DoD 
Force  Structure  Plan  support  a  decrease  in  telecommunications  capacity.  South- 
Atlantic  VLF  communications  coverage  is  duplicated  by  the  NRTF  Annapolis  and 
NCrS  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Mid-Atlantic  VLF  by  NRTF  Annapolis  and  I^TF  Cutler, 
Maine.  Since  both  the  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Maine  facilities  also  are  the  sole  coverage 
for  another  geographic  area,  and  since  NRTF  Annapolis  is  not,  it  could  be 
disestablished  without  eliminating  coverage.  The  property  on  which  this  activity  has 
been  sited  will  be  retained  by  the  Navy  to  support  educational  requirements  at  the 
Naval  Academy. 

Return  on  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  recommendation  are 
$0J  million.  Aimual  recurring  savings  are  $0.1  million  with  an  immediate  renim  on 
investment.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a 
savings  of  $6.4  million. 

Impacts:  There  will  be  no  net  change  in  employment  as  a  result  of  this  action.  The 
current  :taffing  is  scheduled  for  elimination  as  a  result  of  planned  force  structure 
change  .  There  is  no  significant  impaa  on  the  enviroiunent  resulting  from  this  closure. 


Sea  Automated  Data  Systems  Activity  (SEAADSA) 

Indian  Head,  Maryland 

Recommendation:  Disestablish  the  Sea  Automated  Data  Systems  Activity 
(SEAADSA)  and  relocate  necessary  functions,  personnel,  equipment,  and  suppon  at 
Naval  Surface  Warfare  Center  (NSWC)  Indian  Head.  Maryland. 

Justification:  This  technical  center  is  recommended  for  disestablishment  because  its 
caoacity  is  excess  to  that  required  by  the  DoD  Fence  Structure  Plan.  There  is  excess 
capacity  in  this  category  bas^  on  a  comparison  of  budgeted  workload  during  the 
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period  1986-1995  and  the  FY  1995  budget  workload.  A  review  of  the  Navy  budget 
displays  a  clear  decline  in  the  period  1995-1999.  Thus,  as  the  work  decUnes,  the 
excess  capacity  increases  thereby  requiring  a  reduction  in  facilities  and  personnel.  The 
technical  centers  throughout  the  Department  of  the  Navy  currently  have  significant 
excess  capacity  as  these  technical  centers  were  established  and  sized  to  support 
significantly  higher  naval  force  levels  and  require  resource  levels  greatly  in  excess  of 
those  projected  if  all  resources  are  to  be  fully  employed.  Given  this  excess  capacity 
and  the  imbalance  with  force  and  resource  levels,  it  is  imperative  to  realign  and 
compress  wherever  possible  so  that  the  remaining  technical  centers  will  have  the 
greater  military  value  to  the  Department  of  the  Navy. 

Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  cosl**  for  this  recommendation  are 
$0.1  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $0J  million  with  an  immediate  return  on 
investmenL  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a 
savings  of  $3.4  million. 

Impacts:  Disestablishing  of  SEAADSA  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy. 
The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect  is  less  than  0.01 
percent  of  the  employment  base  in  this  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area,  assuming  no 
economic  recovery.  DisestabUshing  of  SEAADSA  will  have  a  positive  impact  on  the 
environment  as  a  source  of  pollution  will  be  eliminated.  Environmental  mitigation  and 
restoration  will  continue  un^  completed. 


Naval  Air  Facility,  Detroit,  Michigan 

Recommendation:  Close  Naval  Air  Facility  (NAF),  Detroit  and  relocate  its  aircraft 
and  associated  personnel,  equipment  and  support  to  the  Naval  Air  Station  Jacksonville, 
Florida  and  Carswell  Air  Force  Base,  Fort  Worth,  TX.  The  Mt.  Demons,  Michigan 
Marine  Corps  Reserve  Center  will  relocate  to  the  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Center,  Twin 
Cities,  Minnesota. 

Justification:  Naval  air  forces  ore  being  reduced  consistent  with  fleet  reductions  in 
the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan.  Projected  force  levels  reflected  for  both  active  and 
reserve  aviation  elements  leave  the  Department  with  significant  excess  capacity  in  the 
reserve  air  station  category.  Given  the  greater  operational  activity  of  active  air 
stations,  the  decision  to  rely  on  reserve  aviation  elements  in  support  of  active  operating 
forces  places  a  high  military  value  on  locating  reserve  aviation  elements  on  active 
operating  air  bases  to  the  extent  possible.  Dosure  of  NAF  Detroit  will  eliminate 
excess  capacity  at  the  reserve  air  base  wiJi  the  lowest  military  value  and  allow 
relocation  of  most  of  its  assets  to  the  major  P-3  active  force  base  at  NAS  Jacksonville. 
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In  arriving  at  the  rcconunendadon  to  close  NAF  Detroit,  a  specific  analysis  was 
conducted  to  ensure  that  there  was  demogn^hic  support  for  purposes  of  force 
recruiting  in  the  areas  to  which  the  reserve  aircraft  are  being  relocated. 

Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  the  recommendation  are 
$4.9  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $10.3  million  with  an  immediate  return  on 
investmeoL  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a 
savings  of  $103.2  miUon. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  NAF  Detroit  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy.  The 
projected  potential  employment  loss  (both  direct  and  indirect)  is  0.05  percent  of  the 
aiq>loyn)ent  base  of  the  Detroit,  Michigan  Metropolitan  Statistical  Ar^  assuming  no 
economic  recovery.  There  is  no  significant  community  inriastructure  impact  at  any 
receiving  installation.  There  will  be  no  significant  environmental  impacts  resulting 
from  this  action.  The  closure  wiU  eliminate  the  generation  of  hazardous  wastes  and 
pollutants. 


Naval  Air  Facility,  Midway  Island 

Recommendation:  Qose  Naval  Air  Facility  (NAF),  Midway  Island. 

Justification:  The  1991  Commission  Report,  pages  5-19,  recommended  the 
elimination  of  the  mission  at  NAF  Midway  Islwd  and  its  continued  operation  under  a 
caretaker  status.  Based  on  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan,  its  capacity  is  excess  to  that 
needed  to  support  forces  in  its  geographic  area.  There  is  no  operational  need  for  this 
air  facility  to  remain  in  the  inventory  even  in  a  caretaker  status.  Therefore,  the  Nav^ 
recommends  that  NAF  Midway  be  closed  and  appropriate  disposal  action  taken. 

Return  On  Investment:  The  one-time  cost  of  this  closure  is  $2.1  million.  The 
annual  recurring  savings  is  $6.6  million  with  an  immediate  return  on  investment.  The 
net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a  savings  of  $66.1 
million. 

Impacts:  Because  of  the  light  economic  activity  at  this  geographic  area,  there  will  be 
no  significant  impact  on  the  local  economy  resulting  fr-om  this  recommendation. 
Gosure  of  this  facility  will  perpetuate  the  restrictions  incident  to  the  designation  by  the 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  of  Midway  Atoll  as  an  Overlay  National  Wildlife 
Refuge.  All  environmental  clean-up  efforts  will  continue  until  complete. 


68 


Submarine  Mamtenance,  Engineering,  Planning 
and  Procurestnt  (SUBMEPP),  Portsmouth,  New  Hampshire 

Racommend^on:  Disestablish  the  Submarine  Maintenance,  Engineering,  Planning 
and  Procurement  (SUBMEPP),  Ne^  Hampshire  and  relocate  the  necessary  functions, 
personnel,  eiui[»nent,  and  support  at  Supervisor  of  Shipbuilding,  Conversion  and 
Repair,  Porti^nouth  Naval  Shipyard,  Kattery,  Maine. 

Justification:  This  technical  center  is  recommended  for  disestablishment  because  its 
ci^>acity  is  excess  to  that  required  by  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan.  There  is  excess 
c^aacity  in  this  category  based  on  a  comparison  of  budgeted  workload  during  the 
period  1986-1995  and  the  FY  1995  budget  workload.  A  review  of  the  Navy  budget 
displays  a  clear  decline  in  the  period  1995-1999.  Thus,  as  the  work  declines,  the 
excess  capacity  increases  thereby  requiring  a  reduction  in  facilities  and  persomiel.  The 
technical  centers  throughout  the  Departnient  of  the  Navy  currently  have  significant 
excess  capacity  as  these  technical  centers  were  established  and  sized  to  support 
significantly  higher  naval  force  levels  and  require  resource  levels  greatly  in  excess  of 
those  projected  if  all  resources  arc  to  be  fully  employed.  Given  this  excess  capacity 
and  the  imbalance  with  force  and  resource  levels,  it  is  imperative  to  realign  and 
compress  wherever  possible  so  that  the  remaining  technical  centers  will  have  the 
greater  military  value  to  the  Department  of  the  l^avy. 

Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  recommendation  are 
$5.9  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $2.6  million  with  a  return  on  investment  in 
one  year.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a 
savings  of  $18.5  million. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  SUBMEPP  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy.  The 
projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect  is  less  than  0.01  percent 
of  the  employment  base  in  this  MSA  assuming  no  economic  recovery.  The 
disestablishment  of  SUBMEPP  will  have  a  positive  impact  on  the  environment  as  a 
source  of  pollution  will  be  eliminated.  Environmental  mitigation  and  restoration  will 
continue  until  completed. 
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Naval  Air  Warfare  Center  •  Aircraft  Divisian 
Trenton,  New  Jersey 

Recommendation:  Close  the  Aircraft  Division  of  the  Naval  Air  Warfare  Center 
(NAWC)  Trenton,  New  Jersey  and  relocate  i^Tpropriate  functions,  personnel,  equipment 
and  support  to  the  Arnold  Engineering  Developnnent  Center,  Tullahoma,  Tennessee, 
and  the  Naval  Air  Warfare  Center,  Patuxent  River,  Maryland. 

Justification:  This  technical  cents'  is  recommended  for  closure  because  Its  capacity  is 
excess  to  that  required  by  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan.  There  is  excess  capacity  in 
this  category  bas^  on  a  coirqrarison  of  budgeted  workload  during  the  period  1986- 
1995  and  the  FY  1995  budgeted  workload.  A  review  of  the  Navy  budget  displays  a 
clear  decline  in  the  period  1995-1999.  As  the  work  declines,  the  excess  capacity 
increases  thereby  requiring  a  reduction  in  facilities  and  personnel.  The  technical 
centers  throughout  the  Department  of  the  Navy  currently  have  sigruficant  excess 
capacity  as  these  technical  centers  were  established  and  sized  to  support  significantly 
higher  naval  force  levels  and  require  resource  levels  greatly  in  excess  of  those 
projected  if  all  resources  are  to  be  fully  employed.  Given  this  excess  capacity  and  the 
imbalance  with  force  and  resource  levels,  it  is  imperative  to  realign  and  compress 
wherever  possible  so  that  the  remaining  technical  centers  will  have  the  greater  military 
value  to  tte  Department  of  the  Navy.  The  closure  of  the  Trenton  Detachment 
completes  a  realigrunent  of  NAWC5  approved  by  the  1991  Defense  Base  Closure  and 
Realignment  Commission,  with  continuing  reductions  in  forces  being  supported  and  in 
resource  levels.  Further  consolidations  are  required  so  that  we  may  have  the  most 
efficient  and  economic  operation. 

Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  the  recommendation  are 
$50.1  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $17.8  million  with  a  return  on  investment 
in  two  years.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a 
savings  of  $94.8  million. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  this  naval  technical  center  will  impact  the  local  economy. 

The  projected  potential  employment  loss  (both  direct  and  indirect)  is  0.6  percent  of  the 
employment  base  of  the  Trenton,  New  Jersey  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area,  assuming 
no  economic  recovery.  The  closure  of  this  center  will  have  a  positive  impact  on  the 
environment,  as  a  source  of  pollution  will  be  eliminated.  Environmental  mitigation 
and  restoration  will  continue  until  completed. 
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DOD  Family  Housing  and 
Family  Housing  Office 
Niagara  Falls,  New  York 

Recommendation:  Close  the  DoD  Family  Housing  Office  and  the  1 1 1  housing  units 
it  administers. 

JusdfkatiiMi:  The  force  reductions  in  the  DOD  Force  Structure  Plan  require  reduction 
of  support  activities  as  well.  This  activity  administers  housing  units  which  are  old  and 
substandard  and  expensive  to  maintain.  These  housing  units  are  occupied  by  military 
personnel  poforming  recruiting  dudes  in  the  local  area.  The  number  of  recruiting 
personnel  will  be  drawing  down,  and  those  that  remain  will  be  able  to  find  adequate 
housing  on  the  local  economy. 

Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  the  recommendadon  are 
$0.1  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $1.5  million  with  an  immediate  return  on 
investment  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a 
savings  of  $15.5  million. 

Impacts:  This  closure  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy.  The  projected 
potential  en^loyment  loss  (both  direct  and  indirect)  is  0.04  percent  of  the  employment 
base  of  the  Niagara  Falls  Metropolitan  Stadsdcal  Area,  assuming  no  economic 
recovery.  There  is  no  significant  community  infrastructure  impact  resulting  from  this 
closure.  There  are  no  significant  environmental  impacts  occasioned  by  this  closure. 
Any  necessary  environmental  clean-ups  will  continue  until  completed. 

Naval  Air  Technical  Services  Facility,  Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania 

Recommendation:  Cose  the  Naval  Air  Technical  Services  Facility,  Philadelphia  and 
relocate  certain  personnel,  equipment  and  support  to  the  new  Naval  Air  Systems 
Command  Headquarters,  Patuxent  River,  Maryland. 

Justification:  Projected  leducdons  in  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan  results  in  a 
decrease  in  required  technical  center  capacity.  Budget  levels  and  the  number  of 
operating  forces  being  supported  by  technic^  centers  continue  to  decline.  The 
technical  centers  throughout  the  Department  of  the  Navy  cuirendy  have  significant 
excess  capacity  as  these  technical  centers  were  established  and  sized  to  support 
significantly  higher  force  levels  and  require  resource  levels  greatly  in  excess  of  those 
projected.  Given  this  excess  capacity  and  the  imbalance  with  force  and  resource  levels, 
it  is  imperative  to  realign  and  consolidate  wherever  possible  so  that  the  remaining 
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technical  centers  will  have  the  greater  military  value  to  the  DoD.  Closure  of  the 
Technical  Services  Facility  eliminates  excess  capacity  and  allows  the  consolidation  of 
necessary  functions  at  the  new  headquarters  concentration  for  the  Naval  Air  Systems 
Command  producing  economies  and  efficiencies  in  the  management  of  assigned 
functions.  This  consolidation  will  also  incorporate  the  Depot  Operation  Center  and  the 
Aviation  Maintenance  Office  currently  at  Patuxent  River. 

Return  On  Investment:  This  recommendation  was  considered  as  part  of  a  package  to 
sui^xrrt  the  new  Naval  Air  Systems  Command  Headquarters  and  the  COBRA  data 
below  applies  to  the  following  realignments  at  Naval  Air  Warfare  Center  -  AD, 
Patuxent  River,  Maryland:  Naval  Air  Systems  Command,  Naval  Aviation  Depot 
Operations  Center,  Naval  Aviation  Maintenacce  Office,  and  Naval  Air  Technical 
Services  Facility.  The  total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  recommendation  are 
$198.0  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $41.6  million  with  a  return  on 
investment  in  three  years.  The  net  present  value  of  the  costs  and  savings  is  a  savings 
of  $169.4  million. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  this  naval  technical  center  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local 
economy.  The  projected  potential  employment  loss  (both  direct  and  indirect)  is  0.02 
percent  of  the  employment  base  of  the  Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania.  New  Jersey 
Metropolitan  Statistical  Area,  assuming  no  economic  recovery.  There  is  no  significant 
communi'y  infirastructure  impact  at  any  receiving  installation.  There  wLU  be  no 
significant  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  this  action.  Any  necessary 
environmental  clean-up  efforts  will  be  continued  until  completed. 


Naval  Hospital,  Charleston,  South  Carolina 

Recommendation:  Oose  the  Naval  Hospital,  Charleston  and  relocate  certain  military' 
and  civilian  personnel  to  other  Naval  Hospitals. 

Justification:  Naval  Hospitals  are  situated  and  their  size  determined  for  location  near 
operating  forces  whose  personnel  will  require  medical  support  in  numbers  significant 
enough  to  mandate  a  medical  facility  as  large  as  a  hospital.  Given  the  extensive  use  of 
CTHAMPUS,  any  Naval  Hospital  closure  must  be  predicated  upon  the  elimination  of  the 
operating  forces  which  created  a  demand  for  the  presence  of  a  Naval  Hospital  in  the 
first  instance.  As  a  result  of  the  closure  of  the  Charleston  Naval  Station,  the 
(Charleston  Naval  Shipyard  and  the  supporting  Supply  Center  and  Public  Works  Center, 
the  active  duty  personnel  previously  supported  by  the  Naval  Hospital,  (Charleston,  are 
no  longer  in  the  area  to  be  supported.  Closure  of  the  Naval  Hospital  follows  the 
closure  of  these  aedvides  supporting  these  operating  forces. 
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Naval  Surface  Warfare  Center,  Detachment 
Virginia  Beach,  Virginia 

Recommendation:  Disestablish  the  Virginia-Beach  Detachment  of  the  Naval  Surface 
Warfare  Center.  Port  Hueneme  and  relocate  its  functions,  persoiuiel,  equipment  and 
suppon  to  the  Fleet  Combat  Training  Center.  Dam  Neck.  Virginia. 

Justincation:  This  technical  center  is  recommended  for  disestablishment  because  its 
capacity  is  excess  to  that  required  by  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan.  There  is  excess 
capacity  in  this  category  based  on  a  comparison  of  budgeted  workload  during  the 
period  1986*1995  and  the  FY  1995  budgeted  workload.  A  review  of  the  Navy  budget 
displays  a  clear  decline  in  the  period  1995*1999.  As  the  work  declines,  the  excess 
capacity  increases  thereby  requiring  a  reduction  in  facilities  and  personnel.  The 
technical  centers  throughout  the  Department  of  the  Navy  currently  have  significant 
excess  capacity  as  these  technical  centers  were  established  and  sized  to  support 
signiBcantly  higher  naval  force  levels  and  require  resource  levels  greatly  in  excess  of 
those  projected  if  all  resources  are  to  be  fully  employed.  Given  this  excess  capacit)' 
and  the  imbalance  with  force  and  resource  levels,  it  is  imperative  to  realign  and 
compress  wherever  possible  so  that  the  remaining  technick  centers  will  have  the 
greater  military  value  to  the  Department  of  the  Navy. 

Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  this  recommendation  are 
$2.0  mUlion.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $7X)  million  with  an  immediate  return  on 
investment  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  uvings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a 
savings  of  $47.8  million. 

Impacts:  The  disestablishment  of  the  Deuchment  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local 
economy.  The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect  is  0.03 
percent  of  (he  employment  base  in  this  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area,  assuming  no 
economic  recovery.  The  disestablishment  of  the  Detachment  will  have  a  positive 
impact  on  the  environment  as  a  source  of  pollution  will  be  eliminated.  Environmental 
mitigation  and  restoration  will  continue  until  completed. 


Navy  Radio  Transmission  Facility,  Driver,  Virginia 

Recommendation:  Close  the  Navy  Radio  Transmission  Facility  (NRTF),  Driver. 

Justification:  This  closure  is  recommended  to  eliminate  redundancy  in  geographic 
coverage  in  Naval  telecommunicadons.  Projected  reductions  contained  in  the  DoD 
Force  Structure  Plan  support  a  decrease  in  telecommunications  capacity.  Mid-Atlantic 
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HF  communications  coverage  is  duplicated  by  the  NRTF  Driver  and  NRTF  Saddle 
Branch,  Florida. 


Return  on  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  ccsts  for  this  recommendation  are 
$0.5  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $2.1  million  with  an  immediate  return  on 
investment  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a 
savings  of  $20. 1  million. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  this  transmission  facility  will  have  no  impact  on  the  local 
economy  since  current  staffing  is  scheduled  for  elimination  as  a  result  of  planned  force 
structure  changes.  The  closure  of  NRTF  Driver  will  have  a  positive  impact  on  the 
environment  since  the  source  of  potential  hazardous  wastes  and  pollutants  will  be 
eliminated. 


Naval  Undersea  Warfare  Center  Detachment 
Norfolk,  Virginia 

Recommendation:  Disestablish  the  Norfolk  Detachment  of  the  Naval  Undersea 
Warfare  Center,  Newport,  Rhode  Island,  and  relocate  its  functions,  personnel, 
equipment  and  support  to  the  Naval  Undersea  Warfare  Center  (NUWC),  Newport, 
Rho^  Island. 

Justification :  This  technical  center  is  reconunended  for  closure  because  its  capacity  is 
excess  to  that  required  by  the  ^iproved  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan.  There  is  excess 
capacity  in  this  category  based  on  a  comparison  of  budgeted  workload  during  the 
period  1986-1995  and  the  FY  1995  budgeted  workload.  A  review  of  the  Navy  budget 
displays  a  clear  decline  in  the  period  1S>95-1999.  Thus,  as  the  work  declines,  the 
excess  capacity  increases  thereby  requiring  a  reduction  in  facilities  and  personnel.  The 
technical  centers  throughout  the  Department  of  the  Navy  currently  have  significant 
excess  capacity  as  these  technical  centers  were  established  and  sized  to  support 
significantly  higher  naval  force  levels  and  require  resource  levels  greatly  in  excess  of 
those  projected  if  all  resources  are  to  be  fully  employed.  Given  this  excess  capacity 
and  the  imbalance  with  force  and  resource  levels,  it  is  imperative  to  realign  and 
compress  wherever  possible  so  that  the  remaining  technical  centers  will  have  the 
greater  military  value  to  the  Department  of  the  Navy. 

Return  On  Investmeni:  Total  esdmaied  one-time  costs  for  this  recommendation  are 
S\Z2  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $6.1  million  with  a  return  on  investment 
in  four  years.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twentv  year  period  is 
a  savings  of  $38.4  million, 
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Impacts:  Tlie  closure  of  NUWC,  Norfolk  Detachment,  will  have  an  impact  on  the 
local  economy.  Tlie  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect,  is 
0.4  percent  of  the  employment  base  in  this  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area,  assuming  no 
economic  lecovoy.  The  closure  of  NUWC,  Norfolk  Detachment,  will  have  a  positive 
impact  on  the  environment  as  a  source  of  pollution  will  be  eliminated.  Environmental 
mitigation  and  restoration  will  continue  until  completed. 

National  Capital  Region  (NCR)  Activities 

Recommendation:  Realign  Navy  National  Capital  Region  activities  and  relocate  them 
as  follows: 

Naval  Air  Systems  Command  to 
Naval  Air  Station 
Patuxent  Riva,  Maryland 

Naval  Supply  Systems  Command. 

(including  Food  Service  System  Office,  and 
Defense  Printing  Management  Systems  Office)  to 
Ship  Parts  Control  Center 
Mechanicsburg,  Pennsylvania 

Bureau  of  Naval  Personnel 

(including  Office  of  Military  Manpower  Management)  to 
Naval  Air  Station 
Memphis,  Tennessee 

Naval  Recruiting  Command  to 
Naval  Training  Onter 
Great  Lakes,  Illinois 

Naval  Security  Group  Command, 

(including  Security  Group  Station,  and 
Security  Group  Detachmnit,  Potomac)  to 
National  Security  Agency 
Ft.  Meade,  Maryland 

Tactical  Support  Office  to 
Commander-in-Chief 
Atlantic  Fleet 
Norfolk,  Virginia 
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Relocate  the  following  National  Capital  Region  activities  from  leased  space  to 
Govemment'Owned  space  in  one  of  these  locations:  Navy  Annex,  Arlington,  Virginia; 
Washington  Navy  Yard,  Washington,  D.C.;  3801  Nebraska  Avenue,  Washington,  D.C.; 
Marine  Corps  Combat  Development  Command,  Quantico,  Virginia;  or  the  White  Oak 
facility.  Silver  Spring,  Maryland: 

Naval  Sea  Systems  Command 

Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command 

Space  and  Naval  Warfare  Systems  Command 

Office  of  the  General  Counsel 

Office  of  the  Judge  Advocate  General 

Navy  Held  Support  Activity 

Office  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy 

*  Legislative  Affairs 

*  Program  Appraisal 

*  Comptroller 

*  Inspector  General 

*  Information 

Office  of  the  Chief  of  Naval  Operations 
Office  of  Civilian  Manpower  Management 
International  Programs  Office 
Combined  Civilian  Personnel  Office 
Navy  Regional  Contracting  Center 
Naval  Criminal  Investigative  Service 
Naval  Audit  Service 
Strategic  Systems  Programs  Office 

Office  of  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  (Installations  &  Logistics),  U.S. 
Marine  Corps 

Office  of  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  (Manpower  &  Reserve  Affairs),  U.S. 
Marine  Corps 

Marine  Corps  Systems  Command  (Clarendon  Office) 

Justification:  Current  DoD  policy  is  to  consider  relocating  outside  the  NCR  all 
activities  whose  mission  does  not  require  them  to  be  in  the  NCR.  Both  NAVAIR  and 
NAVSUP  could  be  relocated  to  sites  outside  the  NCR  where  they  could  be  collocated 
with  major  subordinate  activities.  /  'donally.  Naval  Sea  Logistics  Center, 
Mechanicsburg,  Pennsylvania,  also  consolidate,  in  place,  at  SPCC  Mechanicsburg, 
thereby  promoting  logistics  resource  efficiencies.  Further,  BUPERS  and  the  office 
responsible  for  the  military  boards,  as  well  as  the  Naval  Manpower  Analysis  Center, 
Chesapeake,  Virginia,  with  a  large  percentage  of  enlisted  personnel  and  junior  officers, 
could  achieve  a  material  increase  in  the  quality  of  life  of  their  personnel  by  relocating 
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to  Memphis,  Tennessee,  a  city,  which  being  an  airline  hub,  also  offers  easy  ingress  and 
egress.  The  Recruiting  Command  is  being  collocated  with  the  Navy's  recruit  training 
center  at  Great  Lakes,  Illinois.  The  Security  Group  command  and  activities  are  being 
collocated  at  Fort  Meade,  Maryland,  with  the  National  Security  Agency,  the  principal 
agency  with  whom  they  deal  on  a  daily  basis.  Fmally,  the  Tactical  Support  Activity  is 
being  collocated  in  Norfolk,  Virginia,  with  one  of  its  major  customers, 
CINCLANTFLT. 

All  of  the  remaining  NCR  activities  will  be  moved  from  their  present  facilities 
in  leased  commercial  space  to  vacant  Government-owned  space  in  one  of  five 
locations:  the  Navy  Annex;  the  Navy  Yard;  Nebraska  Avenue;  Quantico,  Virginia;  and 
White  Oak,  MaryUuid.  These  actions  will  terminate  DON’S  reliance  on  use  of  leased 
space  in  the  NCR. 

Return  On  Investment:  The  total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  the  realignments  of 
Naval  Air  Systems  Command,  Naval  Aviation  Depot  Operations  Center,  Naval 
Training  Systems  Center,  Naval  Aviation  Maintenance  Office,  and  Naval  Air  Technical 
Services  Facility  to  NAWC-AD,  Patuxent  River,  Maryland  are  $198.0  million.  Annual 
recurring  savings  are  $41.6  million,  with  a  return  on  investment  in  three  yean.  Net 
present  value  of  the  costs  and  savings  is  $169.4  million. 

Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  the  realignments  of  the  Naval  Supply 
Systems  Command,  the  Aviation  Supply  Office,  Defense  Printing  Systems 
Management  Office,  and  Food  Service  Systems  Office  to  the  Ship  Parts  Control 
Center,  Mechanicsburg,  Pennsylvania,  are  $88.9  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are 
$20.5  million,  with  a  return  on  investment  in  one  year.  The  net  present  value  of  costs 
and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a  savings  of  $102.8  million. 

Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  the  realignments  of  the  Bureau  of  Naval 
Personnel,  the  Office  of  Military  Manpower  Management,  and  the  Naval  Manpower 
Analysis  Center  to  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Memphis,  Tennessee,  are  $59.2  million. 
Annual  recurring  savings  are  $20.2  million,  with  a  return  on  investment  in  four  years. 
The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a  savings  of 
$118.2  million. 

Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  the  realignment  of  the  Naval  Recruiting 
Command  to  NTC  Great  Lakes  are  $6.8  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $1.4 
million,  with  a  return  on  investment  in  seven  years.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and 
savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a  savings  of  $5.5  million. 
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Total  estimated  one*tiine  costs  for  the  realignment  of  the  Naval  Security  Group 
Conmumd  to  Fort  Meade,  Maiy'land,  are  $6.6  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are 
$9.7  million,  with  an  immediate  return  on  investment.  The  net  present  value  of  costs 
and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a  savings  of  $93.0  million. 

Total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  the  realignment  of  the  Tactical  Support 
Activity  from  its  facilities  both  in  the  Washington  Navy  Yard  and  Silver  Spring. 
Maryland,  to  Norfolk,  Virginia;  the  realignment  of  the  Naval  Surface  Warfare  Center  • 
Dahlgren,  White  Oak  Detachment,  to  Dahlgren,  Virginia;  and  the  realignment  of  the 
Naval  Sea  Systems  Command  from  leased  space  in  Arlington,  Virginia,  to  White  Oak, 
arc  $74.6  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $22.3  million,  with  a  return  nn 
investment  in  two  years.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty 
year  period  is  a  savings  of  $103.3  million. 

The  costs  incurred  and  savings  accrued  from  the  movement  of  activities  out  of 
leased  space  into  Government-owned  space  were  included  in  the  return  on  investment 
calculations  shown  above. 

Impacts:  The  closure  and  realignments  discussed  in  this  recommendation  will  have  an 
impact  on  the  local  economy.  The  projected  potendal  employment  loss  (both  direct 
aiul  indirect)  for  these  combined  actions  is  0.8  percent  of  the  employment  base  of  the 
Washington,  DC-Maryland-Virginia  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area,  assuming  no 
economic  recovery.  The  impact  would  be  hardest  felt  in  the  Northern  Virginia  portion 
of  that  area.  There  is  no  significant  impact  at  any  receiving  location.  There  are  no 
significant  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  these  closures  and  realigrunents.  Any 
necessary  environmental  remediation  will  continue  until  completed. 


Stand-Alone  Navy  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Centers 

Recommendation:  Close  the  following  reserve  centers: 

Navy/Marinc  Corps  Reserve  Centers  at: 

Fort  Wayne,  Indiana 
Billings,  Montana 
Abilene,  Texas 


99 


Naval  Reserve  Centers  at' 


Gadsden,  Alabama 
K4.  ntgomery,  Alabama 
Fayetteville,  Arkansas 
Fort  Smith,  Arkansas 
Pacific  Grove,  California 
Macon,  Georgia 
Tene  Haute,  Indiana 
Hutchinson,  Kansas 
Monroe,  Louisiana 
New  Bedford,  Massachusetts 
Pittsfield,  Massachusetts 
Joplin,  Missouri 
St  Joseph,  Nfissoori 
Great  Falls,  Montana 
Missoula,  Montana 
Atlantic  City,  New  Jersey 
Perth  Amboy,  New  Jersey 
Jamestown,  New  York 
Poughkeepsie,  New  York 
Altoona,  Pennsylvania 
Kingsport,  Tennessee 
Memfrfiis,  Tennessee 
Ogden,  Utah 
Staunton,  Virginia 
Parkersburg,  West  Virginia 

Naval  Reserve  Facility  at: 

Alexandria,  Louisiana 
Midland,  Texas 

Readiness  Command  Districts  at' 

Olathe,  Kansas  (REDCOM  18) 
Scoda,  New  Yo^  (RE£>COM  2) 
Ravenna,  Ohio  (REDCOM  S) 
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Justification:  The  DOD  Force  Structure  Plan  requires  the  reduction  of  reserve  assets 
as  it  does  active  duty  assets.  Tl^ese  Reserve  Centers  are  being  closed  because  their 
tiqjacity  is  excess  to  the  projected  Navy/Marine  Corps  requirements.  In  arriving  at  the 
recommendation  to  close  the  Reserve  Centers,  specific  analysis  was  conducted  to 
ensure  that  mere  was  either  an  alternate  location  available  to  accommodate  the  affected 
reserve  population  (e.g.,  realign  with  an  existing  reserve  center),  or  demographic 
support  for  purposes  of  force  recruiting  in  the  areas  to  which  units  were  being 
relocated.  Tliis  specific  analysis,  conducted  through  the  COBRA  model,  supports  these 
closures. 

Return  On  Investment:  The  total  estimated  one-time  costs  for  the  closure  of  these  33 
Reserve  Centers  are  $6.9  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $17.2  million. 
Twenty-seven  of  the  recommendations  obtain  an  immediate  return  on  investment.  The 
remaining  recommendations  obtain  return  on  investment  within  a  range  of  4  to  !0 
years.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  nventy-year  period  is  a 
savings  of  $160.9  million. 

Impacts:  Because  of  the  small  size  of  these  Naval  and  Maiine  Corps  Reserve  Centers, 
their  closure  will  have  a  negligible  impact  on  the  various  local  economies.  There  is  no 
known  community  infrastructure  impact  at  any  receiving  installation.  Likewise,  these 
closures  will  have  no  significant  environment^  impacts. 


Hunters  Point  Annex  to  Naval  Station  Treasure  Island 
San  Francisco,  California 

Recommendation:  Permit  the  Navy  to  dispose  of  this  facility  in  any  lawful  manner, 
including  outicasing. 

Justification:  The  1991  Commission  Report,  at  pages  S-18,  recommended  closing  the 
Hunters  Point  Annex  and  outleasing  the  entire  property,  with  provisions  for  continue^d 
occupancy  of  space  for  Supervisor  of  Shipbuilding,  Conversion,  and  Repair,  Planning, 
Engineering,  Repair,  and  Alierations  Detachment;  and  a  Contractor-Operated  test 
facility. 

Force  level  reductions  consistent  with  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan  reroove  any 
long-term  need  to  retain  all  of  this  facility  for  emergent  lequirernents.  Ihe 
recommended  closure  of  the  major  naval  installations  in  this  geographic  area 
terminates  any  requirement  for  these  facilities.  The  limitation  of  di.sposal  authority  to 
outleasing  unnecessarily  restricts  the  Navy’s  ability  to  dispose  of  tliis  property  in  a 
timely  and  lawful  manner. 
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Impacts:  There  are  no  significaDt  economic  impacts  occasioned  by  this 
recommendation  since  the  Navy  is  only  seeking  approval  of  having  access  to  additional 
disposal  authorities,  the  decision  to  dispose  of  this  facility  already  having  been  made  in 
1991  Commission  recommendations.  Likewise,  there  are  no  environmental  impacts  in 
addition  to  those  raised  previously.  All  environmental  clean*up  efforts  will  continue 
until  complete. 


Naval  Weapons  Evaluation  Facility,  Albuquerque,  New  Mexico 

Recommendation;  Permit  a  small  detachment  of  the  Weapons  Division  to  remain 
after  the  closure  of  the  Naval  Weapons  Evaluation  Facility  (NWEF)  in  order  to  provide 
liaison  with  the  Sandia  Laboratory  of  the  Department  of  Energy. 

Justification;  This  reconuitendation  was  originally  intended  as  an  exception  to  the 
1991  recommendation  to  close  NWEF  Albuquerque,  but  was  not  included  in  the 
specific  £)oD  recommendations.  The  Navy  has  a  continuing  need  for  a  detachment  to 
provide  liaison  with  the  Sandia  Laboratory  and  other  agencies  involved  in  nuclear 
programs  in  that  geographic  area.  The  detachment  would  remain  as  a  tenant  of 
Kinland  Air  Force  Base. 

Ibnpacts:  There  arc  no  significant  economic  or  environmental  impacts  resulting  from 
this  recommendation,  since  the  Navy  is  only  leaving  a  small  detachment  in  place. 


Naval  Electronic  Systems  Engineering  Centers 

Recotemeudation;  Change  the  receiving  location  of  the  Naval  Electrcn’c  Systems 
Btguiecring  Center  (NESEC)  San  Diego,  California  and  the  NBSEC  Vallejo.  California 
to  be  Air  Force  Plant  ^19  in  San  Diego  vice  new  construction  ai  Point  Loma,  San 
Diego,  California. 

Jirstificatioa;  This  is  a  change  from  the  1991  Comxru.ssion  action  which  called  for 
closure  of  NESEC  Stui  IMego  and  relocation  to  Point  Loma  to  form  Nava!  Command, 
Control  and  Ocean  Surveillance  Center  (NCCOSC).  Air  Force  Plarit  #!9  was  operated 
by  a  corsiractor  as  an  Air  Force  GoverTmtent-Owned-Contractor- Owned  arid  NESEC 
San  Diego  subleased  space.  Now  the  contractor  has  left  and  Air  Forte  offered  to 
transfer  Plant  1 9  without  rcimbtirscment.  RehabilitEtion  can  be  accomplished  witliin 
the  estimates  of  the  BRAC  91  recommcmlatiou.’:  for  boUr  relocating  NESECs  and 
avoiding  tlie  serious  environmental  concerns  attendant  to  new  construction  at  Point 
Loma. 
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Return  on  Investment:  The  one-dmc  cost  of  this  recommendation  is  $0.9  million. 
The  annual  recurring  savings  are  $0.7  million,  with  an  immediate  return  on  investment. 
The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a  twenty  year  period  is  a  savings  of 
$5.9  million. 

Impacts:  There  is  no  additional  impact  on  the  local  community  beyond  that  identified 
in  BRAC  91. 


Naval  Mine  Warfare  Engineering  Activity 
Yorktown,  Virginia 

Recommendation:  Relocate  the  Naval  Mine  Warfare  Engineering  Activity  (now  the 
Naval  Surface  Warfare  Center-Port  Hueneme,  Yorktown  Detachment)  to  the  Naval 
Surface  Warfare  Center-Dahlgren,  Coastal  Systems  Station,  Panama  City,  Florida. 

Justification:  In  the  1991  Commission  Report,  the  Naval  Mine  Warfare  Engineering 
Activity  (NMWEA),  Yorktown,  Virginia,  was  recommended  for  closure  and 
realignment  to  facilities  under  the  control  of  the  Chief  of  Naval  Education  and 
Training  at  Dam  Neck,  Virginia.  The  realigmnent  has  been  accomplished  through 
organizational  changes  and  NMWEA  is  now  the  Y'orktown  Detachment  of  the  Naval 
Surface  Warfare  Clenter-Port  Hueneme.  However,  after  BRAC  91,  the  needs  of  the 
educational  and  training  community  were  such  that  the  Dam  Neck  space  is  no  longer 
available.  Therefore,  as  part  of  BRAC  93  process,  alternative  receiving  sites  were 
explored.  Because  of  the  advisability  of  consolidating  activities  performing  similar 
functions,  and  since  the  Naval  Surface  Warfare  Center-Dahlgren,  Coastal  Systems 
Station,  Panama  City,  Florida,  has  signiticant  responsibilities  in  mine  warfare  R&D, 
COBRA  data  was  requested.  Because  of  the  advantages  of  collocating  this  mine 
warfare  engineering  activity  with  another  facility  having  substantial  responsibilities  in 
the  same  fields,  and  because  it  is  less  expensive  than  the  BRAC  91  relocation  to  Dam 
Neck,  Virginia,  the  Navy  reconunends  that  the  receiving  site  for  this  activity  be  revised 
to  Naval  Surface  Warfare  Center-Dahlgren,  Coastal  Systems  Station,  Panama  City, 
Rorida,  in  lieu  of  Dam  Neck,  Virginia. 

Return  On  Investment:  Total  estimated  one-time  savings  exceed  one-time  costs  for 
the  recommendation  by  $5.7  million.  Annual  recurring  savings  are  $1.1  million,  with 
a  return  on  investment  in  one  year.  The  net  present  value  of  costs  and  savings  over  a 
twenty  year  period  is  a  savings  of  $13.5  million. 
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Impacts:  This  recomniend&tion  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy.  The 
projected  potential  employment  losses  (both  direct  and  indirect)  is  0.07  percent  of  the 
Norfolk-Virginia  Beach-Newpon  News,  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area,  assuming  no 
economic  recovery.  There  are  no  significant  environmental  impacts  occasioned  by  this 
reconunendation.  All  environmental  clean-ups  will  continue  until  complete. 


Department  of  the  Air  Force 
Summary  of  Selection  Process 


Department  of  the  Air  Force  Selection  Process 

The  Air  Force  1993  selection  process  is  essentially  the  same  as  was  used  in 
IS^l.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  appointed  a  Base  Qosure  Executive  Group  of 
seven  general  officers  and  six  comparable  (Senior  Executive  Service)  career  civilians. 
Areas  of  expertise  included  environment;  facilities  and  construction;  fmance;  law; 
logistics;  programs;  operations;  persorjiel  and  training;  reserve  components;  and 
research,  development  and  acquisition.  The  group  met  regularly  from  November  1992 
to  March  1993.  Additionally,  an  Air  Staff  Base  Dosure  Working  Group  was  formed 
to  provide  staff  support  and  detailed  expertise  to  the  Executive  Group.  (3eneral 
officers  from  the  Plans  aitd  Programs  offices  of  the  Major  Commands  (MAJCOM)  met 
on  several  occasions  with  the  Executive  Group.  They  provided  mission  specific 
expertise  and  greater  base-level  detail  where  necessary.  Also,  potential  cross-service 
utilization  was  identified  by  a  special  intcrscrvice  working  group. 

The  Executive  Group  developed  a  base  closure  Internal  Control  Plan  which  was 
approved  by  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  (Production  and  Logistics)  and  the 
DoD  Inspector  (jeneral.  This  plan  provides  structure  and  guidance  for  all  participants 
in  the  base  closure  {RtKCSS,  including  procedures  for  data  gathering  and  certification. 

The  Executive  Group  reviewed  all  Active  and  Air  Reserve  Component  (ARC) 
installations  in  the  United  States  which  met  or  exceeded  the  Section  2687,  Title  10 
U.S.C.  threshold  of  3(X)  diiect-hiie  civilians  authorized  to  be  employed.  A 
comprehensive  and  detailed  questionnaire  was  developed  to  gather  data.  The 
questionnaire  was  sent  to  each  ^licable  base  and  the  data  was  validated  by  each 
base.  Major  Command  and  the  Air  Staff.  All  data  were  evaluated  and  certified  in 
accordant  with  the  Internal  Control  Plan.  As  an  additional  control  measure,  the  Air 
Force  Audit  Agency  wa:*  tasked  to  review  the  Air  Force  process  for  consistency  with 
the  law  and  DoD  policy  and  to  ensure  tha*  the  data  collection  and  validation  process 
was  adequate. 

A  capacity  analysis  was  also  performed,  including  actual  on-site  surveys  at  48 
bases  which  evaluated  the  capability  of  a  base  to  accommodate  additional  force 
structure  and  other  activities  (excess  ciqiacity)  beyond  what  was  programmed  to  be 
stationed  at  the  base. 


The  Executive  Group  frequently  challenged  data  based  on  their  own  substantial 
knowledge  and  experience.  Additionally,  more  detailed,  or  corrected  data  were 
provided  where  appropriate.  All  data  used  in  the  preparation  and  submission  of 
information  and  recommendations  concerning  the  closure  or  realignment  of  military 
installations  were  cotified  as  to  accuracy  and  completeness  by  appropriate  officials  at 
the  base,  MAJCOM,  and  Headquarters  level.  In  addidou,  the  Executive  Group  and  the 
acting  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  certified  that  all  information  used  to  support  the 
leconunendations  was  accurate  and  complete  to  the  best  of  their  knowledge  and  belief. 
The  results  of  the  excess  capacity  analysis  were  used  in  conjunction  with  the  approved 
DoD  Force  Structure  Plan  in  determining  base  structure  requirements.  Also,  the 
capacity  analysis  was  used  to  identify  cost  elective  opportunities  to  beddown  activities 
and  aircraft  (^located  from  bases  recommended  for  closure  or  realignment. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  determined  that  further  study  was  not  needed  for 
bases  the  Executive  Group  deemed  mission  essential  or  geographically  key.  The 
Executive  Group  then  placed  all  the  remaining  bases  in  four  categories  based  on  the 
mstailadcn’s  pr^ominant  use.  Capacity  was  analyzed  by  category  based  on  a  study  of 
current  base  capacit}'  and  the  future  requirements  imposed  by  the  DoD  Force  Strucnire 
Plan.  Some  categories  or  subcategories  were  found  to  have  no  excess  capacity  and  the 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  determined  that  furthCT  study  of  these  bases  was  not 
warranted.  Categories  or  subcategories  having  some  excess  capacity  but  unreasonable 
cost  to  relocate  or  replicate  essential  continuing  functions  were  also  eliminated  from 
further  study. 

All  Active  Con^nent  bases  in  the  remaining  categories  were  individually 
examined  on  the  basis  of  the  eight  selecdon  criteria  established  by  the  Secretary  of 
Defense,  and  over  160  Air  Force  unique  subelements  which  were  developed  by  the  Air 
Force  to  provide  specific  data  points  for  each  criterion. 

The  Air  Reserve  Component  (ARC)  category,  comprised  of  Air  National  Guard 
(ANG)  and  Air  Force  Reserve  (AFRES)  bases,  warrants  further  explanation.  First, 
these  bases  do  not  readily  compete  against  each  other  as  ARC  units  enjoy  a  special 
relationship  with  their  respective  states  and  local  communities.  In  fact,  relocating 
Guard  units  across  state  boundaries  is  not  a  practical  alternative.  We  must  also  give 
careful  consideration  of  the  recruiting  needs  of  these  units.  Second,  the  DoD  Force 
Structure  Plan  does  not  reduce  the  ARC  force  structure,  so  there  is  no  apparent  excess 
base  structure  and  this  category  could  have  been  excluded  from  further  consideration. 
However,  realignment  of  ARC  units  onto  active  installations  or  onto  other  ARC 
installations  could  prove  cost  effective.  Therefore,  the  ARC  category  was  examined 
for  cost  effective  r^gnments  to  other  bases. 
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Information,  base  groupings,  and  options  resulting  from  the  Executive  Group 
analyses  were  presented  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  and  the  Chief  of  Staff,  in 
person,  by  the  Executive  Group  on  a  number  of  occasions.  Based  on  the  DoD  force 
structure  plan  and  the  final  criteria,  with  consideration  given  to  excess  capacity, 
efficiencies  in  base  utilization  and  evolving  concepts  of  basing  the  force,  the  acting 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  with  ad\icc  of  the  Air  Force  Chief  of  Staff,  and  in 
consultation  with  the  Base  Gosure  Executive  Group,  selected  the  bases  recommended 
for  closure  and  realignmenL 
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Department  of  the  Air  Force 
Recommendations  and  Justifications 


Homestefid  Air  Force  Base,  Florida 

Recommendation:  Homestead  AFB.  Florida,  is  recommended  for  closure.  The  31st 
Fighter  Wing  will  inactivate.  All  F-16s  from  the  31st  Fighter  Wing  will  remain 
temporarily  assigned  to  Moody  AFB,  Georgia,  and  Shaw  AFB.  South  Carolina.  The 
lnter«Anierican  Air  Forces  Aoulemy  will  move  to  Lackland  AFB,  Texas.  The  Air 
Force  Water  Survival  School  will  te  temporarily  located  at  Tyndall  AFB.  Florida. 
Future  disposition  of  the  Water  Survival  School  is  dependent  upon  efforts  to 
consolidate  its  functions  with  the  US  Navy.  The  301st  Rescue  Squadron,  Air  Force 
Reserve  (AFRES)  will  move  to  Patrick  AFB.  Florida.  The  482nd  Fighter  Wing 
(AFRES)  wiU  move  to  MacDill  AFB,  Florida  and  convert  to  KC-135Rs.  The  NORAD 
alert  activity  will  move  to  an  alternate  location.  The  726th  Air  Control  Squadron  will 
relocate  to  Shaw  AFB.  The  Naval  Security  Group  will  consolidate  with  other  US 
Navy  units.  All  DoD  activities  and  facilities  including  family  housing,  the  hospital, 
commissary,  and  base  exchange  facilities  will  close.  All  essential  cleanup  and 
restoration  activities  associated  with  Hurricane  Andrew  will  continue  until  completed. 

If  Homestead  AFB  resumes  operations  u  a  civilian  aiiport,  the  NORAD  alen  facility 
may  be  rebuilt  in  a  cantonment  area. 

JusUncation:  There  were  several  factors  which  resulted  in  the  closure 
recommendation.  First,  the  Air  Force  has  one  more  small  aircraft  base  than  is  required 
to  support  the  fighter  aircraft  in  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan.  When  the  data  were 
evaluated  against  all  eight  of  tie  DoD  selection  criteria.  Homestead  AFB  nuiked  low 
relative  to  the  other  bases  in  tht:  small  aircraft  subcategory.  While  Homestead  AFB's 
ranking  rests  on  the  combined  results  of  applying  the  eight  DoD  selection  criteria,  one 
stood  out:  the  excessive  cost  to  rebuild  Homestead,  while  other  small  aircraft  bases 
required  little  or  no  new  investnnnt.  Ute  cost  to  close  Homestead  AFB  is  low, 
especially  when  measured  agairuit  the  high  cost  of  reconstruction,  and  the  long-term 
savings  are  substantial. 

All  small  aircraft  bases  were  considered  equally  in  a  process  that  conformed  to 
the  Defense  Base  Gosure  and  Realignment  Act  of  19^  (Public  Law  101-510),  as 
arrunded,  and  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  guidance.  Bases  were  evaluated 
against  the  eight  DoD  selection  criteria  and  a  large  number  of  subelements  specific  to 
Air  Force  bases  and  missions.  Data  were  collected  and  the  criteria  and  subelements  of 
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the  criteria  applied  by  the  Base  Qosure  Executive  Group  (Executive  Group),  a  group 
of  seven  general  officers  and  six  Senior  Executive  Service  career  civilians  appointed  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force.  The  decision  to  close  Homestead  AFB  was  made  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  with  advice  of  the  Air  Force  Chief  of  StaH*  and  in 
consultadoD  with  the  Executive  Group. 

Return  on  Investment:  The  cost  to  close  is  estimated  to  be  $7.'<.l  million;  the  annual 
savings  after  closure  are  $75.4  million;  the  return  on  investment  years  based  on  the  net 
present  value  computadons  is  0  years.  All  dollar  amounts  are  in  constant  FY  94 
doUan. 

Impacts:  The  Air  Force  will  dispose  of  all  property  at  Homestead  AFB  except  a 
small  parcel  that  may  be  needed  for  a  NORAD  alert  facility.  The  closure  of 
Homestead  AFB  will  have  an  in^)act  on  the  local  economy.  The  projected  potential 
employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect,  is  1.0  percent  of  the  employment  base  in  the 
Miami-Kialeah  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area,  assuming  no  economic  recovery.  The 
impact  on  the  city  of  Homestead.  Florida  will  be  much  more  severe.  Homestead  AFB 
is  in  an  air  quality  non-attainment  area  for  ozone,  and  has  significant  soil 
contamination  from  fuels,  lead,  and  pesticides.  Homestead  AFB  is  on  the  National 
Priorities  List.  Gosure  of  Homestead  AFB  will  result  in  generally  positive 
eovironmental  effects.  Environmental  restoration  of  Homestead  AFB  will  continue 
until  cofrq>lete.  The  impact  on  the  community  infirastructure  at  receiving  bases  is  not 
significanL 


K.L  Sawyer  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan 

Reconunendation:  KJ.  Sawyer  AFB,  Kfichigan,  is  recommended  for  closure.  The 
410th  ^mg  will  inactivate.  B-52H  aircraft  will  transfer  to  Barksdale  AFB,  Louisiana. 
The  Air  Force  will  retire  its  B-52G  aircraft  instead  of  implementing  the  previous  Base 
Gosure  Commission  recommendation  to  transfer  those  aircraft  from  Castle  AFB, 
California,  to  KJ.  Sawyer  AFB. 

Juitifkation:  There  are  several  factors  which  resulted  in  the  above  recommendation. 
The  Air  Force  has  four  more  large  aircraft  bases  than  are  needed  to  support  the 
number  of  bombers,  tankers,  and  airlift  assets  in  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan.  The 
Air  Force  must  maintain  Minuteman  IH  basing  flexibility  due  to  uncertainty  with 
respect  to  START  n.  This  requires  the  retention  of  the  ballistic  missile  fields  at 
Midnutrom  AFB,  Grand  Forks  AFB,  Minot  AFB,  and  F£.  Warren  AFB.  It  is  more 
economical  to  retain  a  bomber/missile  base  that  must  remain  open  for  missiles  than  to 
maintain  a  bomber-only  base.  Therefore,  based  on  the  facts  that  KJ.  Sawyer  AFB 
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does  not  support  ballistic  missile  operations,  that  when  all  eight  DoD  criteria  are 
applied  KJ.  Sawyer  AFB  ranks  low,  and  that  there  is  excess  large  aircraft  base 
capacity,  K.I.  Sawyer  AFB  i,  recommended  for  closure. 

All  large  aircraft  bases  were  considered  equally  in  a  process  that  conformed  to 
the  Defense  Base  Qosure  and  Realignment  Act  of  1990  (Public  Law  101-510),  as 
amended,  and  the  Department  of  Defense  (DoD)  guidance.  Each  base  was  evaluated 
against  the  eight  DoD  selection  criteria  and  a  large  number  of  subelemcnts  specific  to 
Air  Force  basM  and  missions.  Extensive  data  gathered  to  support  the  evaluation  of 
each  base  under  each  criterion  was  reviei/ed  by  the  Base  Gosure  Executive  Group 
(Executive  Croup),  a  group  of  seven  general  officers  and  six  Senior  Executive  Service 
career  civilians  appointed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force.  The  decision  to  close  K.I. 
SawyCT  AFB  was  made  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  with  advice  of  the  Air  Force 
Chief  of  Staff  and  in  consultation  with  the  Executive  Group. 

Return  on  Investment:  The  cost  to  close  is  estimated  to  be  $143.7  million;  the 
annual  savings  after  closure  are  $62.4  million;  the  return  on  investment  years  based  on 
the  net  present  value  computations  is  1  year.  All  dollar  amounts  are  in  constant  FY  94 
dollars. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  KJ.  Sawyer  AFB  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy. 
The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect,  is  14  percent  of  the 
enqiloyment  b^  in  the  Marquette  County  Metropolitan  Statiscica)  Area,  assuming  no 
economic  nscovery.  Gosure  of  KJ.  Sawyer  will  result  in  generally  positive 
eovironmeatal  effects.  There  is  no  significant  environmental  impact  resulting  from  this 
closure.  Environmental  restoration  of  K.I.  Sawyer  AFB  will  continue  until  complete. 
The  impact  on  the  community  infrastructure  at  receiving  bases  is  not  significant 


Newark  Air  Force  Base,  Ohio 

Recommendation:  Newark  AFB,  Ohio,  is  recommended  for  closure.  The  Aerospace 
Guidance  and  Metrology  Center  (AGMQ  depot  will  be  closed;  some  workload  will 
move  to  other  depot  maintenance  activities  including  the  private  sector.  We  anticipate 
that  most  will  be  privatized  in  place. 

Justification:  Due  to  significant  reduedons  in  force  structiire,  the  Air  Force  has  an 
excess  depot  maintenance  capacity  of  at  least  8.7  million  Direct  Product  Actual  Hours 
(DPAH).  When  all  eight  criteria  ars  i^Ued  to  the  bases  in  the  depot  subcategory, 
Newark  AFB  ranked  low  in  comparison  to  the  other  five  depot  bases.  The  long-term 
military  value  of  the  base  is  low  because  it  does  not  have  an  airfield  and  it  is  not  a 
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traditional  Air  Force  base  in  any  respect  Instead,  it  is  a  stand-alone,  highly  technical, 
industrial  plant  that  is  operated  predominantly  by  a  civilian  work  force.  As  a  result  it 
is  conducive  to  conversion  to  the  private  sector.  The  closure  of  Newark  AFB  will 
reduce  the  Air  Force  excess  depot  capacity  by  1.7  million  DP  AH  and  is  consistent  with 
OSD  guidance  to  reduce  excess  capacity,  economize  depot  management  and  increase 
competition  and  privatization  in  DoD. 

All  six  Air  Force  depots  were  considered  for  closure  equally  in  a  process  that 
conformed  to  the  Defense  Base  Qosure  and  Realignment  Act  of  1990  (Piiblic  Law 
101 -S 10),  as  amended,  and  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  (OSD)  guidance.  Each 
base  hosting  an  Air  Force  depot  was  evaluated  against  the  eight  DoD  selection  criteria 
and  a  large  number  of  subelements  specific  to  Air  Force  bases,  depots,  and  missions. 
Extensive  rfara,  gathered  to  support  the  evaluation  of  these  bases  under  each  criterion, 
was  reviewed  by  the  Base  Gosure  Executive  Group  (Executive  Group).  The  Executive 
Group  is  a  group  of  seven  general  officers  and  six  Senior  Executive  Service  career 
civilians  appointed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  (SECAF).  SECAF  made  the 
decision  to  close  Newark  AFB  with  the  advice  of  the  Air  Force  Chief  of  Staff  and  in 
consultation  with  the  Executive  Group. 

Return  on  Investment:  The  cost  to  close  is  estimated  to  be  $31.3  million;  the  annual 
savings  after  closure  are  $3.8  million;  the  return  on  investment  years  based  on  the  net 
present  value  computations  is  8  yean.  All  dollar  amounts  are  in  constant  FY  94 
doUan. 

Impacts:  The  closure  of  Newailc  .\FB  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy. 

The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect,  is  4.6  percent  of  the 
employment  base  in  the  Licking  County  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area,  assuming  no 
economic  recovery.  Newark  AI^  is  in  an  air  quality  non-attainment  area  for  ozone. 
Qosure  of  Newark  AFB  will  result  in  generally  positive  environmental  effects. 
EnvTonmental  restoration  of  Newark  AFB  will  continue  until  complete.  The  impact 
on  the  community  infrastructure  at  receiving  bases  is  not  significant 


Community  Preference  Consideration  in  Closure  and 
Realignment  of  Military  Installations 
Section  2924.  Public  Law  101-510 


O’Hare  International  Airport,  Air  Force  Reserve  Station,  Illinois 

Community  Proposal:  The  City  of  Chicago  has  exercised  its  right  under  Section 
2924  of  PL.  101-510  to  propose  that  the  O’Hare  Air  Reserve  Station  (ARS)  be  closed 
and  the  flying  units  moved  to  a  new  facility  to  be  constructed  at  Rockford,  Illinois. 

This  provision  of  law  mandates  the  Department  give  special  consideration  to  the 
proposal.  The  City  desires  to  acquire  the  property  for  aviation-related  commercial  use. 

Recommendation:  Close  O’Harc  ARS  as  proposed  by  the  City  of  Chicago  and 
relocate  the  assigned  Air  Reserve  Component  (ARC)  units  to  the  Greater  Rockford 
Airport,  or  another  location  acceptable  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  provided  the 
City  can  demonstrate  that  it  has  the  financing  in  place  to  cover  the  full  cost  of 
replacing  facilities,  moving,  and  environmental  cleanup,  without  any  cost  whatsoever  to 
the  federal  government  and  that  the  closureAcalignment  must  begin  by  July  1995  and 
be  completed  by  July  1997.  Chicago  would  also  hav“  to  fund  the  full  cost  of 
relocating  the  Army  Reserve  activity,  or  leave  it  in  place.  If  these  conditions  are  not 
met,  the  units  should  remain  at  O’Haie  International  Airport. 

Justification:  O’Hare  Reserve  Station  is  in  the  Northwest  comer  of  O’Hare 
Intenuitional  Airport,  enjoying  immediate  access  to  two  runways.  Two  ARC  units  are 
based  there:  the  928th  Airlift  Group  (Air  Force  Reserve),  with  C-130s;  and  the  126th 
Air  Refueling  Wing  (Air  National  Guard),  with  KC-135s.  An  Army  Reserve  Center  is 
located  adjacent  to  the  base.  In  addition,  a  large  Defense  Logistics  Agency  (DLA) 
activity  currently  occupies  a  government  owned,  recently  renovated  office  building  on 
tlie  base;  however,  DLA  is  recommending  disestablishment  of  this  activity  to  other 
locations  as  part  of  the  1993  base  closure  process. 

in  a  1991  land  exchange  agreement,  intended  to  resolve  all  real  property  issues 
between  the  Air  Force  and  the  City  of  Chicago  at  O’Hare  International  Airport,  the 
City  specifically  agreed  that  it  would  seek  no  more  land  from  the  O’Hare  ARS.  The 
Air  Force  has  advised  the  City  that  the  ARC  units  are  adequately  housed  at  O’Hare, 
and  there  is  no  basis  for  moving  theiiL  There  are  no  savings  from  moving;  only  costs. 
To  justify  this  realignment  under  the  DoD  Base  Qosure  Selection  Criteria,  all  costs  of 
closure/realigrunent  would  have  to  be  funded  entirely  outside  the  federal  government 
(For  example,  no  DoD  or  FAA  funds).  The  relocation  site  would  have  to  meet  all 
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operating  nequiicments,  such  as  runway  length  and  freedom  from  noise-related 
operating  limitations,  and  be  close  enough  to  Chicago  that  the  units  would  not  suffer 
major  loss  of  personnel.  The  day-to-day  operating  costs  at  the  relocation  site  would 
have  to  comjjarc  favorably  with  those  at  O’Hare  International  AirporL 

The  City  proposes  that  the  ARC  units  move  to  Greater  Rockford  Airport,  55 
miles  northwest  of  O’Haie  International  Airport.  Virtually  no  facilities  for  the  units 
exist  at  Rockford,  so  an  entirely  new  base  would  have  to  be  constructed.  The  airfield 
is  constrained  on  two  sides  by  the  Rock  River  and  flood  plain.  At  least  one  runway 
will  have  to  be  extended  for  KC-135  operations.  There  appear  to  be  noise  and  other 
environmental  problems  to  resolve  before  a  final  determination  of  siting  feasibility  can 
be  made. 

Return  on  Investment:  The  COBRA  model  estimates  that  the  cost  to  close  is  $361 
million.  This  estimate  is  based  on  the  City  of  Chicago  consultant’s  estimate  of 
construction  costs  at  Rockford,  and  normal  COBRA  estimating  factors  for  other  costs. 
There  are  no  apparent  savings  to  offset  this  cost 

The  proceeds  from  disposal  of  the  real  property,  which  might  offset  some  of  the 
cost  are  difficult  to  estimate.  If  the  airport  property  were  sold  at  fair  market  value,  the 
estimated  proceeds  would  be  about  $33  million.  The  buildings  may  or  may  not  be  of 
use  to  a  buyer.  While  some  are  new  and  aU  are  usable  for  their  current  military  use, 
their  value  to  a  commercial  or  civil  aviation  user  are  questionable.  Demolition  and 
disposal  are  estimated  by  the  City’s  consultant  to  cost  $25  million,  which  would  be  an 
offset  to  the  land  value.  However,  most  of  the  O’Hare  ARS  qualifies  as  aviation- 
related  property,  which  the  City  could  obtain  in  a  no-cost  public  benefit  transfer  under 
the  Surplus  Property  Act  of  1944,  50  U.S.C.  App.  1622.  The  building,  to  be  vacated 
by  DLA  is  severable  from  the  Reserve  Base  and  does  not  appear  to  be  aviation 
property.  The  net  cost  to  close  and  realign  is  estimated  to  be  in  a  range  from  $328 
million  to  $361  million.  Since  there  are  no  savings  in  operational  or  other  costs,  the 
payback  period  is  infinity. 

The  Air  Force  analysis  of  the  propo.»'al  assuming  Chicago  or  some  other  non- 
Federal  source  pavs  the  full  cost  is  as  follows.  The  facilities  at  O’Hare  ARS  are 
adequate,  with  many  new  or  recently  renovated  buildings.  The  recruiting  base,  the 
Chicago  metropolitan  area,  is  outstanding.  There  are  no  serious  constraints  on  mission 
accomplishment,  other  than  some  air  traffic  control  delays  due  to  the  dense  commercial 
traffic.  However,  alert  or  other  time-sensitive  missions  arc  not  flown  from  O’Hare 
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ARS.  Since  the  base  is  adequate  for  its  purpose,  no  savings  would  accrue  from 
closing  it  The  aircraft  remain  in  tlie  force  structure  plan  and  the  units  are  not  planned 
for  inactivation.  In  the  case  of  the  ANG.  the  governor’s  consent  would  be  required  to 
disband.  Thus,  closure  of  the  base  requires  that  both  units  be  realigned. 

The  military  value  of  an  ARC  base  at  Rockford,  fully  built  up  with  all  the 
necessary  facilities,  still  does  not  exceed  that  of  O’Hare.  For  retention  of  the  mostly 
part-time  ARC  personnel  it  is  not  as  good,  due  to  the  distance  from  the  homes  of 
currently  assigned  personnel.  Some  personnel  losses  and  retraining  must  be 
anticipated,  effecting  unit  readiness  and  adding  to  the  cost  It  is  not  clear  that  the 
Rockford  area  alone  can  provide  a  steady  stream  of  volunteers  large  enough  to  man 
two  large  ARC  units.  Recruiting  from  Chicago  will  still  be  required,  but  will  be  much 
harder  due  to  the  distance  differential  between  O’Hare  and  Rockford. 

Although  the  City  of  Chicago  had  previously  stated  that  they  did  not  expect  the 
Air  Force  to  fund  relocation  and  facility  replacement  costs,  the  City  has  been  unable  to 
guarantee  that  it  will  pay  the  fiill  cost  of  moving.  However,  in  its  most  recent 
correspondence,  the  City  has  made  the  following  commitment,  "At  this  time,  we  wish 
to  commit  that  all  costs  associated  with  our  plan  will  be  at  no  cost  to  the  Department 
of  Defease  and  that  the  City  of  Chicago,  together  with  the  host  airport,  will  provide 
suitable  replacement  facilities  on  either  a  square  foot  for  square  foot  basis  or  with 
more  cost  efficient  functionally  equivalent  facilities.  This  :ommitment  of  full  cost 
coverage  is  contingent  upon  securing  necessary  financing,  which  we  continue  to 
pursue,  and  the  approval  of  our  governing  council  body." 

Acceptance  of  this  proposal  must  be  based  on  benefits  to  the  City  of  Chicago. 
The  proposed  move  would  make  some  considerable  space  available  for  airpon  related 
activities  at  this  intensively  used  air  carrier  airport  Therefore,  if  the  City  of  Chicago 
could  demonstrate:  that  it  has  financing  in  pla^  to  cover  the  full  cost  of  replacing 
facilities,  moving  and  environmental  cleanup,  without  any  cost  whatsoever  to  the 
federal  government;  that  the  closure/realignment  could  begin  by  July  1995,  as  required 
by  Section  2904(a)(3)  of  the  Defense  Base  Qosure  and  realignment  Act  of  1990,  and 
that  the  relocation  could  be  completed  by  July  1997;  the  Air  Force  would  not  object  to 
the  proposal.  The  City  would  also  have  to  fund  the  full  cost  of  relocating  the  Army 
Reserve  activity,  or  leave  it  in  place.  If  these  conditions  are  not  met,  the  units  should 
remain  at  O’Hare  International  Airport. 


115 


March  Air  Force  Base,  California 


Recommendation:  March  AFB.  California,  is  recommended  for  realignment.  The 
22nd  Air  Refueling  Wing  will  inactivate.  The  KC-10  (Active  and  Associate  Reserve) 
aircraft  will  be  relocated  to  Travis  AFB,  California.  The  Southwest  Air  Defense 
Sector  will  remain  at  March  in  a  cantonment  area  pending  the  outconte  of  a  NORAD 
sector  consolidation  study.  If  the  sector  remains  it  will  be  transferred  to  the  Air 
National  Guard  (ANG).  The  445th  Airlift  Wing  Air  Force  Reserve  (AFRES),  452nd 
Air  Refueling  Wing  (AFRES),  163rd  Reconnaissance  Group  (ANG)  (becomes  an  Air 
Refueling  Group),  the  Air  Force  Audit  Agency,  and  the  Media  Center  (from  Norton 
AFB,  California)  will  remain  and  the  base  will  convert  to  a  reserve  base.  Additionally, 
the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  Unit,  the  US  Customs  Aviation  Operation  Center  West, 
and  the  Drug  Enforcement  Agency  aviation  unit  will  remain. 

Justification:  There  are  several  factors  which  resulted  in  the  above  recommendation. 
First,  the  Air  Force  has  four  more  large  aircraft  bases  than  needed  to  support  the 
number  of  bombers,  tankers,  and  airlift  assets  in  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan.  Also, 
when  all  eight  DoD  criteria  were  applied  to  the  large  aircraft  bases.  March  AFB  ranked 
low.  The  Air  Force  plans  to  establish  a  large  air  mobility  base  (KC-10,  C-5  and  C“14i 
aircraft)  on  the  west  coast.  When  bases  in  the  region  (Beale  AFB.  California; 

Fairchild  AFB,  Washington;  March  AFB,  California;  ?i^Chord  AFB,  Waslungton; 
Malmstrom  AFB,  Montana;  Travis  AFB,  Califomia)  were  analyze^  lor  this  mission, 
Travis  AFB  ranked  highest  March  AFB  currently  m^uires  a  lar.'jc  active  duty 
component  to  support  a  relatively  small  active  duty  force  structure.  The  conversion  of 
March  AFB  to  a  reserve  base  achieves  sub.s;antial  savings  and  the  benefit  of  a  large 
recruiting  population  for  the  Air  Force  Reserve  is  retained. 

All  large  aircraft  bases  were  considered  equally  in  a  process  that  conformed  to 
the  Defense  Base  Gosure  and  Realignment  Act  of  1990  (Public  Law  101-510),  as 
amended,  and  the  Department  of  Defense  (DoD)  guidance.  Each  base  was  evaluated 
against  the  eight  DoD  selection  criteria  and  a  large  number  of  subelements  specific  to 
Air  Force  bases  and  missions.  Extensive  data,  gathered  to  support  the  evaluatior  of 
each  base  under  each  criterion  was  reviewed  by  the  Base  Gosure  Executive  Group 
(Executive  Group),  a  group  of  seven  general  officers  and  six  Senior  Executive  Service 
career  civilians  appointed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force.  The  decision  to  realign 
March  AFB  was  made  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  For^^  with  advice  of  the  Air  Fc<rce 
Qiief  of  Sialf  and  in  consultation  with  the  Executive  t  uup. 
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Return  on  Investment:  The  cost  to  realign  is  estimated  to  be  $134.8  million;  the 
annual  savings  after  realignment  are  $46.9  million;  the  return  on  investment  years 
based  on  the  net  present  value  computations  is  2  years.  All  dollar  amounts  are  in 
constant  FY  94  dollars. 

Impacts:  The  Air  Force  will  dispose  of  all  property  not  required  within  the  revised 
boundaries  of  the  reserve  base  and  welcome  joint  use  of  the  airfield  with  civil  aviation 
or  conversion  to  a  civilian  airport  The  realignment  of  March  AFB  will  have  an 
impact  on  the  local  economy.  The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct 
and  indirect,  is  1.6  percent  of  the  employment  base  in  the  Riverside  County 
Metropolitan  Stadsdcal  Area,  assuming  no  economic  recovery.  The  realignment  of 
March  AFB  will  result  in  generally  positive  environmental  effects.  March  AFB  is  in 
an  air  quality  non-attainment  area  for  ozone,  carbon-monoxide,  nitric-oxide,  and 
particulates.  Threatened  and  endangered  species  and  critical  habitat  are  present  on- 
base.  March  AFB  is  on  the  National  Priorities  List.  Environmental  restoration  of 
March  AFB  will  continue  until  complete.  The  impact  on  the  community  infrastructure 
at  receiving  bases  is  nut  significant 

McGuire  Air  Force  Base,  New  Jersey 

Recominendfithm:  McGuire  AFB,  New  Jersey,  is  recommended  for  realignment  The 
438th  Airlift  Wing  will  inactivate.  Most  of  the  C-141s  will  transfer  to  Plattsburgh 
AFB,  New  York.  Fourteen  C-14ls  will  remain  and  transfer  to  the  Air  Force  Reserve. 
The  514th  AirUft  Wing  Air  Force  Reserve  (AFRES),  the  170th  Air  Refueling  Group 
Air  National  Guard  (ANG).  and  the  lOSth  Air  Refueling  Wing  (ANG)  will  remain  and 
the  base  Aill  convert  to  a  Reserve  base.  The  913th  Airlift  Group  (AFRES)  will 
relocwc  from  Willow  Gxovc  Naval  Air  Station,  Pennsylvania,  to  McGuire  AFB.  The 
Air  Force  Reserve  will  operate  the  base. 

Justification:  There  arc  several  factors  which  result  in  the  above  recommendation. 
First  of  aU,  the  Air  Force  has  four  more  large  aircraft  bases  than  are  needed  to  support 
the  number  of  bombers,  tankers,  and  airlift  assets  in  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan. 
When  eight  DoD  criteria  were  applied,  McGuire  AFB  ranked  low  when  compared 
(o  the  other  bases  in  its  category.  Also,  when  McGuire  AI^  was  compared 
specifically  with  other  airlift  ba^,  it  still  ranked  low. 

The  Air  Force  plans  to  establish  a  large  mobility  base  in  the  Northeast  to 
sui^>ort  the  new  Major  Regional  Contingency  (MRC)  strategy.  McGuire  AFB  was 
evaluated  specifically  as  the  location  for  this  wing.  Along  with  other  bases  that  met 
the  geographical  criteria  and  were  available  for  this  mission  are  Griffiss  AFB,  New 
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Yofic  and  Plattsburgh  AFB,  New  York.  Plattsburgh  AFB  ranked  best  in  capability  to 
support  the  air  mobility  wing  due  to  its  geographical  location,  attributes,  and  base 
losing  capacity.  Principal  mobility  attributes  include  aircraft  parking  space  (for  70-80 
tanker/airl^  aircraft),  fuel  hydrants  and  fuel  supply/storage  capacity,  along  with  present 
and  future  encroachment  and  airspace  consider^ons. 

When  Plattsburgh  AFB  was  compared  directly  with  McGuire  AFB,  Plattsburgh 
AFB  rated  better  in  all  of  the  mobility  attributes.  An  air  mobility  wing  at  Plattsburgh 
AFB  will  eliminate  many  of  the  problems  associated  with  operating  at  McGuire  AFB, 
in  the  midst  of  the  New  Yoik/New  Jersey  air  traffic  congestion.  Basing  the  additional 
aircraft  of  an  air  mobility  wing  at  McGuire  AFB  will  add  to  that  congestion. 

Plattsburgh  AFB.  on  the  other  hand,  has  an^le  airspace  for  present  and  future  training 
by  an  air  mobility  wing.  Also,  the  FAA  has  long  expressed  a  desire  for  civil  use  of 
McGuire  AFB.  which  will  ease  the  congestion  at  other  airfields  and  terminal  facilities 
in  the  New  York  and  Philadelphia  metropolitan  areas.  For  these  reasons,  McGuire 
AFB  was  recommended  for  realignment  and  conversion  to  an  Air  Force  Reserve  Base. 

The  Air  Reserve  Component  (ARC)  forces  at  McGuire  AFB  represent  a 
significant  portion  of  the  air  refueling  and  airlift  forces  stationed  there  and  they  are 
well  located  for  recruiting.  By  keeping  the  airfield  open  for  military  use,  the  parking 
and  fuel  handling  ctqiacity  at  McGuire  AFB  remains  available  in  fuaire  contingencies. 
The  existing  prograniined  Military  Construction  funds  for  the  ANG  KC-135  conversion 
will  be  used  to  establish  the  ARC  cantonment  at  McGuire  AFB. 

The  Air  Force  encourages  conversion  of  the  airfield  to  a  civil  airport  The  ARC 
units  will  remain  as  tenants  if  McGuire  AFB  becomes  a  civil  airfield.  Civil  operation 
will  enhance  the  value  of  the  base  to  the  community  and  encourage  reuse  of  the 
facilities  not  needed  by  the  reserve  units,  and  create  jobs.  It  will  also  reduce  the  cost 
to  the  Air  Force  of  operating  its  units  at  McGuire  A^. 

All  large  aircraft  bases  were  considered  equally  in  a  process  that  conformed  to 
the  Defense  Base  Oosure  and  Realignment  Act  of  1990  (Public  Law  ICI-SIO),  as 
amended,  and  the  Department  of  Defense  (DoD)  guidance.  Each  base  was  evaluated 
against  the  eight  DoD  selection  criteria  and  a  large  number  of  subelements  specific  to 
Air  Force  bases  and  missions.  Extensive  data,  gathered  to  support  the  evaluation  of 
each  base  under  each  criterion  was  reviewed  by  the  Base  Gosure  Executive  Group 
(Executi 't  Group),  a  group  of  seven  general  officers  and  six  Senior  Executive  Service 
career  civilians  appointed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force.  The  decision  to  realign 
McGuire  AFB  was  made  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  with  advice  of  the  Air 
Force  Chief  of  Staff  and  in  consultation  with  the  Executive  Group. 
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Return  on  Investment:  The  cost  to  realign  is  estimated  to  be  $197.5  million:  the 
annual  savings  after  realignment  are  $47  J  million;  the  return  on  investment  years 
based  on  the  net  present  value  computations  is  4  years.  All  dollar  amounts  are  in 
constant  FY  dollars. 

Impacts:  The  Air  Force  will  dispose  of  all  property  outside  the  reduced  base 
boundary  and  consider  joint  use  of  the  airfield  with  civil  aviation  or  conversion  to  a 
civil  airport  The  realignment  of  McGuire  AFB  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local 
economy.  The  {nojected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect  is  3.5 
percent  of  the  en^loyment  base  in  the  Burlington  County  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area, 
assuming  no  economic  recovery.  There  is  moderate  impact  on  community  housing  and 
the  medical  community  at  the  new  receiving  base;  however,  this  impact  will  be 
mitigated  by  Air  Force  constructed  housing  and  an  expansion  of  the  base  medical 
capabilities.  McGuire  AFB  is  in  an  air  quality  non-attainment  area  for  ozone  and  is  on 
the  National  Priorities  List  The  realigrunent  of  McGuire  AFB  will  result  in  generally 
positive  environmental  effects.  Envirorunental  restoration  of  McGuire  AFB  will 
continue  until  complete. 


Griffiss  Air  Force  Base,  New  York 

Recommendation:  Griffiss  AFB,  New  York,  is  recommended  for  realignmenu  The 
416th  Bomb  Wing  will  inactivate.  The  B-52H  aircraft  will  transfer  to  Minot  AFB, 
Nonb  Dakota,  and  Barksdale  AI^,  Louisiana.  The  KC'135  aircraft  from  Griffiss  AFB 
will  transfer  to  Grand  Forks  AFB,  North  Dakota.  The  485th  Engineering  Installation 
Group  at  Griffiss  AFB  will  relocate  to  Hill  AFB,  Utah. 

The  Northeast  Air  Defense  Sector  wiU  remain  at  Griffiss  in  a  cantonment  area 
pending  the  outcome  of  a  NORAD  sector  consolidation  study.  If  the  sector  remains  it 
will  be  transferred  to  the  Air  National  Guard  (ANG).  Rome  Laboratory  will  remain  at 
Griffiss  AFB  in  its  existing  facilities  as  a  stand-alone  Air  Force  laboratory.  A 
minimum  essential  airfield  will  be  maintained  and  operated  by  a  contractor  on  an  "as 
needed,  on  call”  basis.  The  ANG  will  maintain  and  operate  necessary  facilities  to 
support  mobility/contingencyAraining  of  the  10th  Infantry  (Light)  Division  located  at 
Fort  Drum,  New  York,  and  operate  them  when  needed.  Only  the  stand-alone 
laboratory  and  the  ANG  mission  will  remain. 
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JustiTication:  The  Air  Force  has  four  more  Urge  aircraft  bases  than  needed  to  suppon 
the  number  of  bombers,  tankers,  and  airlift  assets  in  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan. 
When  all  eight  DoD  criteria  are  applied,  Grifftss  AFB  ranked  low  compared  to  the 
other  large  aircraft  bases.  Based  on  this  analysis,  the  application  of  all  eight  DoD 
selection  criteria,  and  excess  capacity  which  results  from  reduced  force  structure, 
Grifftss  AFB  is  recommended  for  realignment 

The  Air  Force  plans  to  establish  a  large  air  mobility  base  in  the  Northeast  to 
sui^xm  the  new  Major  Regional  Contingency  (MRC)  strategy.  Grifftss  AFB  was 
evaluated  specifically  as  the  location  for  this  wing,  along  with  other  bases  that  met  the 
geogr^hical  criteria  and  were  available  for  this  mission:  McGuire  AFB,  New  Jersey 
and  Pl^burgh  AFB,  New  Yoric.  Plattsburgh  AFB  ranked  best  in  capability  to  suppon 
the  air  mobility  wing  due  to  its  geographical  location,  attributes  and  base  loading 
capacity.  Principal  mobility  attributes  include  aircraft  parking  space  (for  70-80 
uuiker/airlift  aircraft),  fuel  hydrants  and  fuel  supply/storage  capacity,  along  with  present 
and  future  encroachment  and  airspace  considerations. 

The  Rome  Laboratory  has  a  large  civilian  work  force  and  is  located  in  adequate 
facilities  that  can  be  separated  from  the  rest  of  Grifftss  AFB.  It  does  not  need  to  be 
closed  or  realigned  as  a  result  of  the  reductions  in  the  rest  of  the  base. 

All  large  aircraft  bases  were  considered  equally  in  a  process  that  conformed  to 
the  Defense  Base  Oosure  and  Realignment  Act  of  1990  (PubUc  Law  101-510),  as 
amended,  and  the  Department  of  Defense  (DoD)  guidance.  Each  base  was  evaluated 
against  the  eight  DoD  selection  criteria  and  a  Urge  number  of  subelements  specific  to 
Air  Force  bases  and  missions.  Extensive  data,  gathered  to  suppon  the  evaluation  of 
base  under  each  criterion  was  reviewed  by  the  Base  Gosure  Executive  Group 
(Executive  Group),  a  group  of  seven  general  officers  and  six  Senior  Executive  Service 
career  civilians  appointed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force.  The  decision  to  realign 
Griffiss  AFB  was  made  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  with  advice  of  the  Air  Force 
Giief  of  Staff  and  in  consultation  with  the  Executive  Group. 

Return  on  Investment:  The  cost  to  realign  is  estimated  to  be  $120.8  million;  the 
annual  savings  after  realignment  are  S39J  million;  the  return  on  investment  years 
based  on  the  net  present  value  computations  is  3  years.  All  dollar  amounts  are  in 
constant  FY  94  dollars. 

Impacts:  The  Air  Force  will  actively  pursue  conversion  to  a  civU  airport,  and  will 
dispose  of  all  property  not  required  at  Griffiss  AFB.  The  realignment  of  Griffiss  AFB 
will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy.  The  projected  potential  employment  loss, 
both  direct  and  indirect,  is  7.6  percent  of  the  employment  base  in  the  Utica-Rome 
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Metropolitan  Statistical  Area,  assuming  no  economic  recovery.  There  is  no  significant 
environn'icntal  impact  resulting  from  this  closure.  Generation  of  hazardous  wastes  and 
pollutants  will  be  eliminated.  Griffiss  AFB  is  on  the  National  Priorities  List. 
Environmental  restoration  of  Griffiss  AFB  will  continue  until  complete.  The  impact  on 
the  community  infrastructure  at  receiving  bases  is  not  significant. 


Changes  To 

1988  Base  Closure  Commission  Recommendations 

Bases  identified  by  the  1988  Base  Closure  Commission  as  receiving  bases  were 
evaluated  by  mission  category  along  with  all  other  bases  in  the  United  States.  As  part 
of  this  review,  the  1988  Commission’s  realignment  recommendations  were  evaluate 
against  recent  force  structure  reductiops.  as  well  as,  opportunities  to  operate  more 
efficiently  and  effecdvely.  The  Air  Force  recommended  changes  result  from  analysis 
of  changing  world  o^dtr,  other  base  closures,  the  threat  and  force  structure  plan,  and 
budgetary  reality.  The  Air  Force  continues  m  implement  the  closure  of  the  five  bases 
Ttcominendcd  by  the  1983  Conmussicn. 


Chanute  Air  Force  Base,  IHinois 

Recommendation;  As  p  ut  of  die  closure  of  Chanute  AFfi,  Hiinois,  the  Air  Force 
recommends  consolidatini^  Its  16  Metals  Technology,  Non-Destructive  Inspection,  and 
Aircraft  Stnictural  Maintenance  training  courses  with  the  Navy  at  Naval  Air  Station 
(NAS)  Memphis,  Tenne.*see,  and  then  move  with  the  Navy  when  NAS  Memphis 
closes.  The  1991  Base  Closure  Commission  recommended  that  these  courses,  along 
with  36  other  courses,  be  transferred  to  Sheppard  AFB.  Texas. 

JusUficaticn:  On  March  31  1992,  the  DoD  Inspector  General  recommended  that  the 
Air  Force  consolidate  and  collocate  its  16  metals  training  courses  with  the  Navy, 
lliere  will  be  no  Military  Construction  (MILCON)  costs  associated  with  temporarily 
relocating  the  specified  Q  iLiing  courses  to  NAS  Memphis.  This  is  considerably  less 
than  the  $17.5  million  in  MILCON  cost  to  relocate  these  courses  to  Sheppard  AFB. 

As  this  training  is  now  scheduled  to  move  when  NAS  Memphis  closes,  the  Air  Force 
and  Navy  will  work  to  achieve  a  cost  elective  approach  until  a  more  permanent  site  is 
found.  Collocation  of  these  courses  with  the  Navy  will  achieve  efficiencies  ard 
savings. 

Impacts;  There  is  no  significant  entiionmental  impact  resulting  from  this  change. 
Environmental  restoration  of  Chanute  AFB  will  continue  until  complete.  The  Impact 
on  the  community  ir.fi  structure  at  the  new  receiving  base  is  not  significant. 
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Changes  To 

1991  Base  Closure  Commission  Recommendations 


Bases  identified  by  the  1991  Base  Qosuie  Commission  as  realignment  receivers 
were  evaluated  by  mission  category  along  with  all  other  bases  in  the  United  States.  As 
part  of  this  review,  the  1991  Commission's  realignment  recommendations  were 
evaluated  against  recent  force  structure  leduchoos,  as  well  as  opportunities  to  operate 
more  efficiently  and  effectively.  The  Air  Force  recommended  changes  result  from 
atudysis  of  changing  world  or^,  other  base  closures,  threet  and  force  structure  plan, 
and  budgetary  reality.  The  Air  Force  continues  to  implement  the  closure  and 
realignment  of  the  bases  recommended  by  the  1991  Commission. 


Bergstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Texas 

Recommendation:  Change  the  recommendation  of  the  1991  Commission  regarding 
Bergstrom  AFB  as  follows:  The  704th  Fighter  Squadron  (AFRES)  with  its  F-16 
drciaft  and  the  924th  Fighter  Group  (AFRES)  support  units  will  move  to  Carswell 
AFB,  Texas  and  the  cantonment  area  at  Bergstrom  AFB  will  close.  The  Regional 
Corrosion  Control  Facility  at  Bergstrom  AFB  will  be  closed  by  September  30,  1994, 
unless  a  civilian  airport  authority  elects  to  assume  the  responsibility  for  operating  and 
maintaining  the  facility  before  that  date. 

JusdAcutkm:  The  IS^l  Commission  recommended  the  closure  of  Bergstrom  AFB. 
The  AFRES  was  to  remain  in  a  cantonment  area.  In  reviewing  AFRES  plans  for 
Bergstrom  AFB,  the  Air  Force  found  that  considerable  savings  could  be  realized  by 
realigning  the  Bergstrom  AFRES  units  and  aircraft  to  the  Carswell  AFB  cantonment 
area.  This  realigmnent  will  result  in  savings  in  Military  Construction  (MB^CON) 
funds,  reduced  manpower  costs,  and  wUl  not  signiHcantly  impact  unit  readiness.  The 
original  1991  realignment  recommendation  cost  $12  J  million  in  MILCON  to  construct 
a  cantonment  area  at  Bergstrom  AFB.  Based  on  the  best  estimates  available  at  this 
time,  the  cost  of  this  change  is  $5.8  million  in  MILCON,  for  a  projected  savings  of 
$6.7  million.  This  action  will  also  result  in  net  manpower  savings. 

impacts:  There  is  no  significant  environmental  impact  resulting  from  this  change. 
Environmental  restoration  of  Bergstrom  AFB  will  continue  until  complete.  The  impact 
on  the  community  infrastructure  at  the  new  receiving  base  is  not  significant. 
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Carswell  Air  Force  Base,  Texas 


Recommendation:  Change  the  recommendation  of  the  1991  Commission  regarding 
Carswell  AFB  as  follows:  Transfer  the  fabrication  function  of  the  436th  Training 
Squadron  (formerly  436th  Strategic  Training  Squadron)  to  Luke  AFB,  Arizona  and  the 
maintenance  training  function  to  Hill  AFB,  Utah.  The  remaining  functions  of  the 
436th  Training  Squadron  will  still  relocate  to  Dyess  AFB,  Texas.  Final  disposition  of 
the  base  exchange  and  commissary  will  depend  on  the  outcome  of  the  Congressionally 
nuuidated  base  exchange  and  commissary  test  program. 

Justification:  The  1991  Commission  recommended  that  the  436th  Training  Squadron 
be  relocated  to  Dyess  AFB  as  a  whole.  The  proposed  action  will  result  in  more 
streamlined  and  efficient  training  operadons.  Transferring  the  fabrication  function  to 
Luke  AFB  will  avoLi  duplicating  this  funcdon  within  Air  Combat  Command.  The  Hill 
AFB  move  will  ensure  that  maintenance  training  is  provided  in  a  more  efficient 
manner. 

The  original  1991  realignment  cost  was  $1.8  million  in  Military  Construction 
(MILCON).  The  cost  for  this  redirect  is  $0.3  million  MILCON,  for  a  projected 
savings  of  $1.5  million  MILCON. 

Impacts:  There  is  no  significant  environmental  impact  resulting  from  this  change. 
Environmental  restoration  of  Carswell  AFB  will  continue  until  complete.  The  impact 
on  the  community  infrastructure  at  the  new  receiving  bases  is  not  significant 

Castle  Air  Force  Base,  California 

Recommendation:  Change  the  reconunendation  of  the  1991  Commission  regarding 
Castle  AFB  as  follows:  Redirect  the  B'52  and  KC-ISS  Combat  Crew  Training  mission 
from  Fairchild  AFB,  Washington  to  Barksdale  AFB,  Louisiana  (B-52)  and  Altus  AFB, 
Oklahoma  (KC-135). 

Justification:  The  force  structure  upon  which  the  1991  Commission  based  its 
recommendations  has  changed  and  B'S2  force  structure  is  being  reduced.  The  Air 
Force  currently  plans  to  base  a  large  number  of  B'52s  at  two  locations,  with  Barksdale 
AFB  serving  as  the  hub  for  B-52  operations  and  training.  Similarly,  training  for 
mobility  operations  is  being  centralized  at  Altus  AFB.  This  redirect  will  reduce  the 
number  of  training  sites  and  improve  efficiency  of  operations. 
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The  origina]  1991  realignment  lecommendadon  cost  $78.7  million  in  Military 
Construction  (MILCON)>  The  estimated  cost  for  this  redirect  to  Baricsdale  and  Altus 
AFBs  is  $59.5  million  in  MILCON,  for  a  projected  savings  of  $19.2  million. 

Impacts:  There  is  no  significant  environmental  in^utct  resulting  from  this  change. 
Environmental  restoration  of  Castle  APB  will  continue  until  complete.  The  impact  on 
the  community  infrastructure  at  the  new  receiving  base  is  not  significant 


MacDill  Air  Force  Base,  Florida 

Recommendation:  Change  the  recommendation  of  the  1991  Commission  regarding 
MacDill  as  follows:  The  Air  Force  Reserve  (AFRES)  will  temporarily  operate  the 
airfield  as  a  reserve  base,  not  open  to  civil  use,  until  it  can  be  converted  to  a  civil 
airport  This  will  accommodate  the  recommended  reassignment  of  the  482nd  Fighter 
Wing  (AFRES)  from  Homestead  AFB  to  MacDill  AFB  and  its  conversion  to  KC-135 
tanken.  The  Joint  Communications  Support  Element  (JCSE)  will  not  be  transferred  to 
Charleston  AFB,  Soudi  Caroliiu  as  recommended  in  1991,  but  instead,  will  remain  at 
MacDill  AFB. 

Justifkatioa:  The  1991  Commission  recommended  a  realignment  and  partial  closure 
of  MacDill  AFB.  Its  F-16  training  mission  has  been  relocated  to  Luke  AFB.  Arizona, 
and  the  JCSE  was  to  be  relocated  to  Charleston  AFB.  Two  unified  commands. 
Headquarters  Central  Comnuuid  and  Headquarters  Special  Operations  Command,  were 
left  in  place.  The  airfield  was  to  close. 

Several  events  since  1991  have  made  a  change  to  the  Commission  action 
appropriate.  The  closure  of  Homestead  APB  requires  the  relocation  of  the  482nd 
Hghter  Wing  (AFRES).  The  best  location  for  t^  unit,  when  converted  to  KC-135s,  is 
MacDill  AFB.  The  National  Oceanogiiqihic  and  Atmosp’  eric  Administration  (NOAA) 
aircraft  element  has  relocated  from  Miami  International  Airport  to  MacDill  AFB  and 
would  like  to  remain  permanently.  NOAA  is  prepared  to  pay  a  fair  share  of  the  cost 
of  airport  operations. 

The  AFRES's  temporary  operation  of  the  airfield  will  have  reduced  operating 
hours  and  services.  The  1991  CommUsion  noted  a  number  of  deficiencies  of  MacDill 
AFB  as  a  fighter  base:  "pressure  on  air  space,  training  areas,  and  low  level  routes.,  jiot 
located  near  Army  units  that  wUl  offer  joint  training  opportunities... [and]...  ground 
eocroachmeoL"  These  are  largely  inapplicable  to  an  AFRES  tanker  operation. 
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Encroachment  remains  a  problem,  but  the  reduced  number  of  flights  and  the  increased 
compatibility  of  both  tanl^  and  NOAA  aircraft  with  the  predominant  types  of  aircraft 
using  Tampa  International  Airport  make  this  viable.  As  an  interim  Reserve/NOAA 
airfield,  use  will  be  modest,  and  it  will  not  be  open  to  large-scale  use  by  other  military 
units. 


The  original  1991  realignment  recommendation  cost  for  the  JCSE  relocation  was 
$23.6  million  in  MILCON.  Retaining  the  JCSE  at  MacDill  AEB  avoids  this  cost 

Impacts:  The  Air  Force  will  continue  to  encourage  transition  of  the  airfield  to  a  civil 
airport,  and,  if  successful,  DoD  units  could  remain  as  cost  sharing  tenants.  The 
environmental  impact  and  the  impact  on  the  community  infrastructure  is  not 
significant 


Mather  Air  Force  Base,  California 

Recommendation:  Change  the  reconuneodadon  of  the  1991  Commission  regarding 
Mather  AFB  as  follows:  Redirect  the  940th  Air  Refueling  Group  (AFRES)  with  its 
KC-13S  aircraft  to  Beale  AFB,  California  vice  McQellan  AFB,  California.  Because  of 
the  rapidly  approaching  closure  of  Mather  AFB,  the  940th  will  temporarily  relocate  to 
McQellan  Ai^,  while  awaiting  permanent  beddown  at  Beale  AFB. 

Justification:  Moving  the  940th  Air  Refueling  Group  (AFRES)  to  Beale  AFB  is  more 
cost  effective. 

The  original  1991  realignment  cost  was  $33.7  million  in  Military  Construction 
(MILCON).  The  estimated  cost  for  this  redirect  is  $12.3  million  in  MILCON,  for  a 
projected  savings  of  $212  million. 

Impacts:  The  environmental  induct  and  the  impact  on  the  receiving  community 
infrastructure  are  minimal.  Environmental  restoration  at  Mather  AFB  will  continue 
until  complete. 


Rickenbacker  Air  National  Guard  Base  (ANGB),  Ohio 

Recommendation;  Change  the  recommendation  of  the  1991  Commission  regarding 
Rickenbacker  ANGB  as  follows:  The  121st  Air  Refueling  Wing  (ANG)  and  the  160th 
Air  Refueling  Group  (ANG)  will  move  into  a  cantonment  area  on  the  present 
Rickenbacker  ANGB,  and  operate  as  a  tenant  of  the  Rickenbacker  Port  Authority 
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(RPA)  on  RPA’s  airport  The  907th  Airlift  Group  (AFRES)  will  realign  to  Wright- 
Patto^  AFB,  Ohio  as  originally  recommended.  Tlie  49SOth  Test  Wing  will  sdll 
move  to  Edwards  AFB,  California. 

Justification:  The  1991  Commission  recommended  closing  Rickenbacker  ANGB,  and 
realigning  the  121st  Air  Refueling  (ANG),  the  160th  Air  Refueling  Group 
(ANG)  and  die  907th  Airlift  Group  (AFRES)  to  Wright-Patterson  AFB.  These  units 
were  to  occupy  facilities  being  vacated  by  the  49S0th  Test  Wing,  which  will  move  to 
Edwards  AFB  to  consolidate  test  units. 

The  airfield  at  Rickenbacker  is  no  longer  a  military  responsibility,  having  been 
transfened  by  long  temn  lease  to  the  RPA  in  1992.  It  will  be  conveyed  in  fee  under 
the  public  benefit  authority  of  the  Surplus  Property  Act  of  1S44  when  environmental 
restoration  is  complete,  llie  State  of  Ohio  has  i^oposed  that  under  current 
circumstances,  more  money  could  be  saved  by  leaving  the  ANG  tanker  units  at 
Rickenbacker  ANGB  than  by  moving  it  to  Wright-Patterson  AFB.  The  Air  Force  has 
carefully  examined  his  analysis  and  concluded  that  it  is  correct.  The  current  analysis  is 
less  co^y  than  die  original  esdroate  of  moving  both  Rickenbacker  ANGB  units  to 
Wright-Patterson  AFB,  primarily  because  of  the  State's  later  burden-sharing  proposal 
to  lower  the  ANGS  long-term  operating  costs  at  Rickenbacker. 

In  a  related  force  structure  move,  in  order  to  fully  utilize  the  facilities  at  Wright- 
Patterson  AFB,  the  Air  Force  recommends  that  the  178^  Fighter  Group  move  from  the 
Sptingfield  Municipal  Airport,  Ohio,  to  Wright-Patterson  AFB,  about  30  miles  away, 
lliis  unit  will  fit  into  the  available  facilities  with  litde  construction.  The  move  will 
save  approximately  $1.1  million  in  base  operating  support  annually  based  on 
ectmomies  of  consolidating  some  ANG  fimctions  widi  AFRES  and  active  Air  Force 
functions  at  Wiight-Pattersoa.  Since  the  unit  moves  only  a  short  distance,  retention  of 
current  personnel  should  not  be  a  problem. 

The  4950ih  will  still  move  to  Edwards  AFB,  California  from  Wright-Patterson 
AFB,  Ohio,  to  take  advantage  of  the  enhanced  ndlitary  value  through  the  efficiency  of 
consolidating  test  assets. 

The  original  1991  'realignment  cost  was  $37.9  million  in  Military  Construction 
(MILCON).  The  cost  for  this  redirect  is  $26.2  miilion  in  MILCON,  for  a  projected 
savings  of  $11.7  million. 

Impacts:  The  environmental  infract  and  the  inqpact  on  the  receiving  community 
infrastructure  are  minimal. 


Defense  Logistics  Agency 
Summary  of  Selection  Process 


Defense  Logistics  Agency  (DLA)  Selection  Process 

The  Director,  DLA  established  a  DLA  Base  Realignment  and  Gosure  Executive 
Group  comprised  of  impropriate  Heads  of  Headquarters  Principal  Staff  Elements.  The 
Executive  Grotm  included  both  executive  level  civilian  and  military  persoimel.  The 
Dqraty  Director,  DLA  served  as  Chairman  of  the  Executive  Group.  The  Executive 
Group  acted  as  senior  advisors  to  direct  the  effort  and  recommend  DLA  activity 
realignments  and  closures  for  die  Director’s  consideration. 

A  Working  Group  was  established  under  the  direction  of  the  Executive  Group. 
The  Wcnldng  Group  was  conmrhed  of  a  core  of  full-time  members  and  support  staff 
from  all  pertinent  DLA  technical  areas.  The  Woridng  Group  collected  and  analyzed 
certified  data,  developed  and  evaluated  recommendations  for  the  Executive  Group’s 
consideration,  conducted  sensitivity  analyses,  and  compiled  documentation  to  support 
the  final  DLA  recommendations. 

In  an  effort  to  evaluate  DLA  activities  in  a  fair  and  consistent  maimer  the 
Executive  Groim  merged  similar  activities  together  for  the  purposes  of  analysis. 
Categories  were  derived  from  die  general  mission  functions  of  DLA.  As  a  result,  DLA 
defined  their  five  categories  as  Regional  Headquarters,  Defense  Distribution  Depots, 
Inventory  Control  Points,  Service  Support  Centers  and  one-of-a-kind  activities  such  as 
the  Defease  Godiing  Factory. 

After  organizing  DLA  activities  into  general  categories,  studies  were  undertaken 
to  determine  the  data  requirements  for  conducting  a  comprehensive  ^.tivity  analysis 
within  each  category.  calls  were  designed  to  supr>m  the  excess 

cipacity:  nnlitary  value;  and  economic,  environmental,  and  community  analyses 
required  by  DoD  guidance  in  accordance  with  the  selection  criteria  and  corresponding 
DLA  Measures  of  Merit  The  data  was  requested  from  Primary  Field  Level  Activities 
(PFLA),  Principal  Staff  Elements  (PSE)  within  DLA  Headquarters,  and  other 
governmental  and  commercial  agencies. 

The  DLA  Internal  Control  Plan  for  the  collection  and  analysis  of  data  was 
developed  specifically  for  tiiis  effort  The  plan  provided  overall  policy  guidance  and 
procedures  to  ensure  that  data  was:  consistent  and  standardized,  accurate  and 
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complete,  certiiiable  as  required  by  law,  verifiable  by  HQ  DLA  PSE  and  PLFA 
functional  managers,  auditable  by  DLA  internal  review  offices  and  external  audit  and 
inspection  agencies,  and  replicable  using  documentadoo  developed  during  data 
collection. 

An  Internal  Control  Checklist  was  developed  and  distributed  as  a  woddng 
document  to  achieve  the  objectives  of  the  Intern^  Control  Plan,  including  the 
requirement  for  field  commanders  to  cerdfy  the  accuracy  of  their  data.  To  further 
ensure  the  validity  of  field  functional  experts  on  the  Working  Group  traveled  to 
selected  activities  aird  performed  on-site  reviews  to  confirm  that  accurate,  quantifiable, 
and  certifiable  data  was  provided  in  response  to  data  calls. 

In  developing  the  capacity  analysis  for  each  category,  DLA  considered 
projections  for  Military  Service  drawdowns  as  reflected  in  the  DoD  Force  Structure 
Plan,  discussed  changes  in  basing  and  operations  with  the  Nfilitary  Services,  and 
consideied  initiatives  to  improve  DLA  operational  efficiencies  and  effectiveness. 

DLA  developed  a  series  of  objective  questions  for  each  DLA  activity  in  order  to 
determine  the  amount  of  physical  space  and  throughput  capacity  currently  available  at 
each  locadoiL  The  data  was  used  to  quantify  the  extent  to  which  an  existing  DLA 
facility  may  have  been  constrained  by  i^ysical  space,  throughput,  span  of  control,  or 
production  capability. 

DLA  analyzed  military  value  to  determine  the  relative  ranking  of  an  activity 
with  respect  to  other  installations  in  the  same  c^gory,  rather  than  to  serve  as  a 
performance  measure.  Military  value  critoia  (the  first  four  DoD  selection  criteria) 
were  given  priority  consideration  in  die  assessment  of  DLA  installations  for 
realignment  or  closure.  Since  DLA  provides  support  to  the  Military  Services,  the 
Agency  is  indirectly  affected  by  Service  project^  force  structure  changes.  Given  this 
added  conqilexity,  the  Executive  Group  agr^  that  more  distinctive  measures  should 
be  identifi^  to  assess  die  military  value  of  DLA  activities.  Accordingly,  DLA 
developed  Measures  of  Merit  to  fiilly  address  the  military  value  of  its  activities. 

DLA’s  four  measures  of  merit  inclu^  Mission  Essentiality,  Mission  Suitability, 
Operational  Efficiencies,  and  Expandability. 

The  next  step  in  the  process  was  to  identify  activities  with  the  potential  to  be 
realigned  or  closed  and  eliminate  the  retruuning  activities  fix>m  further  consideration. 
The  results  of  the  excess  capacity  analysis  and  the  military  value  review  served  as  the 


basis  for  Executive  Group  decisions.  Based  on  the  analyses  presented  and  the 
accumulated  experience  of  the  Executive  Group,  each  DLA  activity  was  reviewed,  with 
furtha  analysis  as  necessary,  to  identify  potential  prospects  and  eliminate  other 
activities  from  further  review. 

Following  the  screening  of  DLA  activities  for  excess  capacity,  military  value, 
and  elimination  of  certain  activities  from  further  consideration,  scenarios  were 
developed  for  closure  and  realignment  During  the  consideration  of  potential  receiver 
sites  for  realignment  and  closure  actions,  opportunities  for  inter-Service/Defense 
Agency  sharing  were  analyzed.  Coordination  with  the  Military  Services  and  other 
Defense  Agencies  was  vit^  in  gathering  data  and  developing  realignment  and  closure 
alternatives. 

The  Working  Group  evaluated  potential  realignment  scenarios  using  the 
COBRA  model.  The  model  assessed  the  relative  economic  value  of  realignment  and 
closure  alternatives  in  terms  of  costs,  savings  ard  return  on  investment  The  Executive 
Group  considoed  community,  infrastructure,  and  environmental  impact  in  accordance 
with  DoD  policy  guidance,  and  the  DoD  selection  criteria  for  impacts. 

The  Director  DLA  reviewed  the  recommendations  of  the  DLA  Executive  Group 
aitd  fmwarxied  his  recommendations  to  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  for 
Production  &  Logistics  on  February  22, 1993. 
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Defense  I^ogistics  Agency 
Recommendations  and  Justifications 


DefeiiUK  ElKtrookf  Supply  Ccoter  (GenUle  AFS,  Ohio) 

RcconuiieiiiUtkiii:  Gose  ^  Defense  Electixmics  Supply  Center  (DESC)  (Gentile 
AFS),  Dayton,  Ohio,  and  relocate  its  missiOT  to  Use  Defense  Construction  Supply 
Center  (DCSC),  Columbus,  Ohio. 

Justification:  DESC  is  one  of  four  hardware  Inventory  Control  Points  (ICP).  It  is 
cunrendy  the  host  at  Gentile  Air  Force  Station  in  Dayton,  Ohio.  The  only  oUier  tenant 
at  Gentile  AFS  is  the  Defeiue  Switching  Network  (DSN).  The  base  has  a  large 
number  of  warehouses  (vacant  since  the  dqxx  closed  in  the  mid-seventies)  which 
tequire  extensive  renovation  before  they  could  be  used  as  administrative  office  space. 
The  Agency  has  tto  plans  to  re-open  the  Depot  at  this  location. 

The  hardware  ICPs  are  aU  timilsr  in  missions,  organizations,  personnel  sldUs 
and  cornmoo  automated  management  systems.  The  ICP  C^oncept  of  Operations  which 
takes  into  account  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan,  indicates  that  consolidation  of  ICTPs 
can  reduce  Uie  cost  of  operations  by  eliminating  redundant  overhead  operations.  The 
CoQSumatUe  Item  IVtnsfer  will  be  convicted  in  FY  94  and  consolidation  can  begin 
after  that  transfer  has  been  conqfleted. 

Consolidating  DESC  and  DCSC  at  both  Columbus  and  Dayton  was  considered. 
The  Columbus  locadoo  provided  the  best  overall  payback  and  codd  allow  for  die 
conqilete  closure  of  Gentile  Air  Force  Station,  Dayton,  Ohio.  DCSC  currenUy  has 
iqiproval  for  construction  of  a  700.(XX)  square  foot  office  building  which  should  be 
completed  in  FY  96.  This  building  will  provide  adequate  space  for  expansion  of  the 
ICP.  As  a  result  of  the  closure  of  DESC,  Gentile  Air  Force  Station  will  be  excess  to 
Air  Force  needs.  The  Air  Force  will  dispose  of  it  in  accordance  with  existing  policy 
and  procedure.  It  is  the  intent  of  the  Air  Fbrce  that  the  only  other  activity,  a  Defense 
Switching  Network  tetminal,  phase  out  wiUiin  the  time  frame  of  the  DESC  closure.  If 
die  terminal  is  not  phased  out  during  this  period,  it  wUl  remain  as  a  stand  alone 
facility. 

Return  on  Invcatmcnt:  Total  esdinated  one  time  cost  for  this  action  is  $108  million. 
Annual  steady  state  savings  are  $36.8  million  with  a  return  on  investment  in  one  year. 
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Impacts:  Closing  DESC  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy.  The  projected 
potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect,  is  13  percent  of  the  employment 
base  in  the  Dayton-Springfield  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area,  assuming  no  economic 
recovery.  Note:  Otho'  1993  closure  and/or  realignment  recommendations  bring  the 
total  impact  on  the  Dayton-Springfield  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area  to  13  percent. 
Potential  environmental  and  community  infrastructure  impacts  of  consolidation  of 
DESC  with  DCSC  are  minimal. 


Defense  Personnel  Support  Center  and  Defense  Clothing  Factory, 
Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania 

Recommendation:  Qose  the  Defense  Personnel  Support  Center  (DPSC),  Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania,  and  relocate  its  mission  to  the  Defense  Distribution  Region  East,  New 
Cumberiand,  Pennsylvania.  Qose  the  Defense  Gothing  Factory,  relocate  the  personnel 
supporting  the  flag  mission,  and  use  existing  commercial  sources  to  procure  the 
clothing  factory  products. 

Justification:  DPSC  is  the  host  of  this  Army-permitted  activity  in  Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania.  Ihe  installation  also  houses  the  Clothing  Factory,  the  Defense  Contract 
Management  District  Midatlandc,  and  other  tenants  with  approximately  800  personnel. 
The  decision  to  close  the  Gothing  Factory  is  based  on  the  premise  that  clothing 
requirements  for  the  armed  forces  can  be  fulfilled  cost  effectively  by  commercial 
manufacturers,  without  compromising  quality  or  delivery  lead  time.  DPSC  was  not 
reviewed  as  part  of  the  ICP  category  since  it  manages  a  much  smaller  number  of  items 
which  have  a  significantly  higher  dollar  value  than  the  hardware  ICPs.  The  activity 
has  no  administrative  space  available,  but  does  have  a  small  number  of  buildable  acres. 
Environmental  problems  at  DPSC  would  make  building  or  extensive  renovations 
impossible  for  some  time  in  the  future. 

With  the  movement  of  DCMD  Midatlantic  and  the  Gothing  Factory  out  of 
DPSC,  the  Working  Group  examined  options  to  either  utilize  the  base  as  a  receiver  or 
move  DPSC  to  another  location.  Scenarios  were  built  so  that  activities  moved  to 
locations  where  excess  space  had  been  identified.  DISC,  cunenily  a  tenant  at  ASO 
which  is  recommended  for  closure  by  the  Navy,  was  considered  for  possible 
realignment  to  DPSC.  A  scenario  which  realigned  DPSC  to  ASO  where  DLA  would 
assume  responsibility  for  the  base  was  analyzed.  Another,  which  split  the  three 
commodities  at  DPSC  between  DGSC  and  DCSC  was  also  examined. 


The  distribudoD  depot  at  New  Cumberland  has  available  buildable  acres. 
Addidonally,  another  recommendadon  moves  DISC,  a  hardware  ICP  from  Philadelphia 
to  New  Cumberland.  This  allows  several  acdvides  to  be  consolidated.  The  presence 
of  three  ICPs  and  major  DLA  facilides  in  the  area  will  create  significant  opportunides 
for  savings  and  efficiencies  in  die  future.  As  a  result  of  the  closure  of  DPSC.  the 
property  will  be  excess  to  Anny  needs.  The  Army  will  dispose  of  it  in  accordance 
with  existing  policy  and  procedure. 

Return  on  Investment:  Total  estimated  one  time  cost  for  these  closures  is  $173.0 
million.  Annual  steady  state  savings  are  $90.6  million  with  an  immediate  return  on 
investment 

Impacts:  Oosing  DPSC  and  the  Qothing  Factory  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local 
economy.  The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect  is  0.4 
percent  of  the  employment  base  in  the  Philadelphia  Metropolitan  Stadsdcal  Area, 
assuming  no  economic  recovery.  Note:  Other  1993  closure  and/or  realignment 
recommendadons  bring  the  tot^  impact  on  the  Philadelphia  Metropolitan  Stadsdcal 
Area  to  0.8  percent 

The  closure  will  ultimately  result  in  a  reduction  in  air  emissions,  wastewater 
discharges,  and  solid  waste. 


Defense  Distribution  Depot  Oakland,  California 

Recommendation:  Disestablish  Defense  Distribution  Depot  Oakland,  CA  (DDOC), 
and  relocate  the  primary  mission  to  Defense  Distribution  Depot  Tracy,  CA  (DDTC), 
Defense  Distribution  D^t  Sharpe,  CA  (DDSC),  and  Defense  Distribution  Depot  San 
Diego,  CA  (DDDC).  Slow  moving  or  inactive  materiel  remaining  at  DDOC  at  the 
time  of  closure  will  be  relocated  to  other  available  storage  space  within  the  DoD 
Distribution  System. 

Justification:  The  decision  to  realign  DDOC  was  driven  by  the  Navy’s  decision  to 
close  Oakland  Navy  Base  and  Naval  Air  Station  Alameda.  The  closure  of  the  Navy 
Supply  Center  at  Oakland  (fleet  support)  and  the  Naval  Aviation  Depot  at  Alameda 
removed  the  customer  base  from  Oitidand.  This  closure  along  with  substandard 
facilities  contributed  to  the  decision  to  realign  the  distribution  mission  out  of  Oakland. 
DDOC  rated  14  out  of  29  in  the  military  value  matrix.  Except  for  two  depots,  all 
depots  rated  lower  than  DDOC  are  collocated  with  a  maintenance  depot  The  other  two 
d^ts  exceed  Oakland’s  throughput  capacity  and  storage  space. 
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Return  on  Investment:  This  disestablishment  is  in  combination  with  the 
recommended  disestablishment  of  the  Tooele,  McOellan,  Charleston,  Pensacola,  and 
Letterkenny  distribudon  depots.  Combined  esdmaied  one-time  costs  for  these 
disestablishments  is  $137.0  million.  Annual  steady-state  savings  are  $31.2  million  with 
a  retum  on  investment  in  two  years. 

Impacts:  The  disestablishment  of  Defense  Distribudon  Depot  Oakland  will  have  an 
inq>act  on  the  local  economy.  The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct 
and  indirect,  is  0.1  percent  of  the  employment  base  in  the  O^and  Metropolitan 
Stadsdcal  Area,  assuming  no  economic  recovery.  Note:  Other  1993  closure  and/or 
realignment  recommendadons  bring  the  total  impact  on  the  Oakland  Metropolitan 
Stadsdcal  Area  to  4.9  percent.  There  will  be  no  significant  environmental  or 
community  infrastructure  impacts. 


Defense  Distribution  Depot  Pensacola,  Florida 

Recommendation:  Disestablish  Defense  Distribudon  Depot  Pensacola,  FL  (DDPF), 
and  relocate  the  mission  to  Defense  Distribution  Depot  Jacksonville,  FL  (DDJF).  Slow 
moving  and/or  inacdve  materiel  remaining  at  DDPF  at  the  time  of  the  disestablishment 
will  be  relocated  to  available  storage  space  within  the  DoD  Distribudon  System. 

JustUlcation:  The  decision  to  disestablish  DDPF  was  driven  by  the  Navy’s  decision  to 
close  the  Naval  Supply  Center  and  Naval  Aviation  Depot,  Pensacola,  eliminating 
DDPFs  customer  b^.  The  loss  of  customer  base  along  with  sufficient  storage  space 
in  the  DoO  distribudon  system  drove  die  disestablishment  DDPF  nued  10  out  of  29 
in  the  military  value  matrix.  All  depots  rated  lower  than  DDPF  are  collocated  with 
their  primary  customer,  a  mainteiumce  depot 

Return  on  Investment:  This  disestablishment  is  in  combination  with  the 
recommended  disestablishment  of  the  Tooele,  McQellan,  Charleston,  Oakland,  and 
Letterkenny  distribution  depots.  Comtnned  estimated  one-time  costs  for  these 
disestablishments  is  $137.0  million.  Annual  steady-state  savings  are  $31.2  million  with 
a  retum  on  investment  in  two  years. 

Impacts:  The  disestablishment  of  Defense  Distribution  Depot  Pensacola  will  have  an 
intact  on  the  local  economy.  The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct 
and  indirect,  is  0.2  percent  of  the  employment  base  in  the  Pensacola  Metropolitan 
Statistical  Area,  assuming  no  economic  recovery.  Note:  Other  1993  closure  and/or 
realignment  recommendations  increase  the  employment  base  in  the  Pensacola 
Metropolitan  Statistical  Area  by  4.2  pcrcenL  There  will  be  no  significant 
environmental  or  community  inhastructure  impacts. 
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Defense  Contract  Management  District  Midatlantic,  Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania, 
and  Defense  Contract  Management  District 
Northcentral,  Chicago,  Dlinois 

ReconunendatioD:  Disestablish  Defense  Contract  Management  District  Midatlandc 
(DCMDM)  and  Defense  Contract  Management  District  Northcentral  (DCMDN).  and 
relocate  the  missions  to  ECMD  Northeast,  DCMD  South  and  DCMD  West 

JustincatioD:  The  Defense  Contract  Management  Districts  perform  operational 
support  and  management  over^ght  of  105  Defense  Contract  Management  Area 
Operadons  (DCMAOs)  and  Defense  Plant  Repiesentadve  Offices  (DPROs).  Since  the 
establishment  of  the  DCMDs  a  number  of  DCMAOs  and  DPROs  have  bera 
disestablished  thereby  reducing  the  span  of  control  responsibility  of  the  five  DCMDs. 
Based  mi  die  assurrqitions  derived  from  the  DoD  Force  Structure  Plan  it  is  anticipated 
that  the  DCMD  span  of  control  will  not  increase  in  future  years.  This  allows  for  the 
reconfiguration  of  the  DCMDs  by  realigning  responsibility  for  the  operational 
activities,  thereby  reducing  the  number  of  headquarters  facilities  which  perform 
operational  tiqiport  and  maiuigeinent  oversight  All  plant  and  area  operations  would 
continue  to  be  under  geographically  aligned  Districts.  The  Military  Value  analysis 
resulted  in  the  rBcommendation  to  disestablish  the  midatlantic  and  northcentral 
activities  and  relocate  their  missions  to  the  three  remaining  districts. 

Return  on  Investment:  Total  estimated  one  time  costs  for  this  closure  are  $18.7 
million.  Aimaal  steady  state  savings  are  $20.1  million  with  an  immediate  return  on 
investiiiem. 

Impacts;  Disestablishment  of  DCMD  Kfidstlsntic  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local 
ecmiomy.  The  projected  potential  enq>loymeat  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect,  is  0.0002 
percent  of  the  enq>loyment  base  in  the  Philadelphia  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area, 
assuming  no  economic  recovery.  Note:  Otiier  1993  closure  and/or  realignment 
recommendations  bring  the  tot^  inq>act  on  the  Philadelphia  Metropolitan  Statistical 
Area  to  0.8  percent 

The  disestablishment  of  DCMD  Northcentral  will  have  a  similar  negligible 
in^MCt  on  die  local  economy  in  the  Chicago  Metropolium  Statistical  Area.  The 
projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect,  is  0.0002  percent  of  the 
eiiq)loynient  base  in  the  Chicago  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area,  assuming  no  economic 
recovery. 

There  are  no  significant  environmental  or  community  infrastructure  impacts 
resulting  from  tiiese  actions. 
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Defense  Logistics  Service  Center  and  Defense  Reutilizatiou  and 
Marketing  Service,  Battle  Creek,  Michigan 

Recommendation;  Disestablisii  the  Defease  Logistics  Services  Center  (DLSQ  and 
collocate  its  mission  with  the  Defease  Coastniction  Supply  Center  (DCSC).  Columbus, 
Ohio. 


Relocate  the  Defense  Reudli^on  and  Marketing  Service,  Battle  Creek, 
Michigan,  to  the  Defense  Coostructioa  Supply  Center  (DCSC),  Columbus,  Ohio. 

DCSC  will  provide  all  necessary  support  services  for  the  relocated  personnel.  Two 
separate  functional  areas,  Logistics  infonnahoc  Management  and  Logistics  Information 
Distribution,  will  be  assigned  to  the  DLA  Inventory  Control  Point  (ICP)  to 
accommodate  the  opeianonal  mission  areas  now  p^ormed  by  DLSC. 

Justlflcation:  With  the  implementation  of  DMRD  918,  "Defense  Information 
Inirastructure  Resource  Pl^"  the  responsibility  for  Central  Design  Activity  (CDA)  and 
Informa,  on  Processing  Centers  (IPC)  were  assigned  to  the  Defense  Information 
Technology  Service  Organization.  As  a  result  of  the  realignment  the  continued  need  of 
DLSC  as  a  starid  alone  organization  was  evaluated.  By  consolidating  functions  at  a 
DLA  ICP,  all  support  services  can  be  performed  by  the  receiving  activity.  Some  of 
the  functions  currently  being  performed  by  DLSC  NATO  Codification  pcrsoELTieJ  can 
be  distributed  among  the  remaining  DLA  hardware  centers,  thereby  consolidating 
similar  functions.  This  relocation  also  places  HQ  DRM5  Battle  C^k,  Michigan,  and 
Operations  East,  Columbus,  Ohio,  with  a  DLA  Liventory  Control  Point  to  facilitate 
overall  materiel  managemenL  Savings  residt  from  moving  DLSC  and  DRMS  from 
GSA -leased  space. 

Return  on  Investment:  Total  estimated  one  time  cost  fer  thci^c  actions  is  $33.9 
million.  Annual  steady  state  savings  are  $55.6  miiitoit  with  an  immediate  return  on 
investment 

Impacts:  Disestablishing  DLSC  and  telixating  DRMS  will  have  an  impact  on  the 
local  economy.  The  projected  ]>otential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect 
2.2  percent  of  the  employment  base  in  the  Battle  Creek  Metropolitan  Statistical  Atv 
assuming  no  economic  recovery.  Potential  environmental  and  community 
iofrastmeture  impacts  of  these  actions  are  minimal. 
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Defense  Distribution  Depot  Letterkenny,  Pennsylvania 

kecommendAtion:  Disestablish  Defense  Distribution  Depot  Letterkenny,  Pennsylvania 
(DDIJP)  and  relocate  the  depot’s  fuacdons  and  mataiel  to  Defense  Distribution  Depot 
Tobylmimav  PA  (DDTP),  Defense  Distribution  Dq)Ot  Anniston,  AL  and  Defense 
Discrilwtion  Depot  Red  Rivo-,  TX  (DDRT).  Active  consumable  items  will  be  moved 
to  Defense  Depot  Hew  Cumberland,  PA,  and  Defense  Depot  Mechanicsburg,  PA.  Any 
remaining  materiel  will  be  placed  in  available  storage  space  within  the  DoD 
Distribution  System. 

Justifieatlon:  The  decision  to  disestablish  DDLP  was  driven  by  the  Army  decision  to 
realign  the  Letterkenny  Army  Depot  and  consolidate  its  depot  maintenance  functions 
with  those  existing  at  Tobyhanna  Army  Dqx)t,  PA,  Anniston  Arniy  Depot,  AL,  and 
Red  River  Army  Depot,  TX.  Realignment  of  DDLP’s  primary  customer  and 
substandard  facilities  drive  the  decision  to  relocate  the  distribution  mission  to  DDRT. 
DDJJ^  rated  25  out  of  29  in  the  military  value  matrix.  All  depots  rated  lower  than 
DDLF  are  collocated  with  their  primary  customer,  a  maintenance  depot 

Return  on  Investment:  llxis  disestablishment  is  in  combinadon  with  the 
recomrriended  disestablishment  of  the  Tooele,  Oakland,  Charleston,  Pensacola,  and 
McQellan  distribution  depots.  Combined  estimated  one-time  costs  for  these 
disestablishments  is  $137.0  million.  Annual  steady-state  savings  are  $31.2  million  with 
a  return  on  investment  in  two  years. 

Impacts:  The  disestablishment  of  Defense  Distribution  Depot  Letterkenny  will  have 
an  impact  on  the  local  economy.  The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct 
and  indirect,  is  l.I  percent  of  the  employment  b^  in  the  Franl^  County 
Metropolitan  Statistical  Area,  assuming  no  economic  recovery.  Note:  Other  1993 
closure  and/or  realignment  recommendations  bring  the  total  impact  on  the  Franklin 
County  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area  to  8.9  percent  There  will  be  no  significant 
environmental  or  community  infirastnictuie  impacts. 


Defense  Distribution  Depot  Charleston,  South  Carolina 

Recommendation:  Disestablish  Defense  Distribution  Depot  Charleston,  SC  (DDCS), 
and  relocate  the  mission  to  Defense  Distribution  Depot  Jacksonville,  FL  (DDJF).  Slow 
moving  and/or  inactive  materiel  remaining  at  DDCS  at  the  time  of  the  realignment  will 
be  relocated  to  available  storage  space  within  the  DoD  Disuibution  System. 
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Justification:  The  decision  to  realign  DDCS  was  driven  by  the  Navy's  decision  to 
close  several  naval  activities  in  Charleston,  SC.  eliminating  DDCS’s  customer  base. 
The  loss  of  customer  base  along  with  sufficient  storage  space  in  the  DoD  distribution 
system  drove  the  disestablishmenL  DDCS  rated  6  out  of  29  in  the  military  value 
matrix.  All  depots  rated  lower  than  DDCS  are  collocated  with  their  primary  customer, 
a  maintenance  depot 

Return  on  Investment:  This  disestablishment  is  in  combination  with  the 
recommended  disestablishment  of  the  Tooele,  McClellan,  Pensacola,  Oakland,  and 
Letteritenny  distribution  depots.  Combined  estimated  one-time  costs  for  these 
disestablishments  is  $137.0  million.  Annual  steady-state  savings  are  $312  million  with 
a  return  on  investment  in  two  years. 

Impacts:  The  disestablishment  of  Defense  Distribution  Depot  Charleston  will  have  an 
inqiact  on  the  local  economy.  The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct 
and  indirect,  is  02  percent  of  the  enqiloyment  base  in  the  Charleston  MetropoUtan 
Statistical  Area,  a.ssuming  no  economic  recovery.  Note:  Other  1993  closure  and/or 
realignment  recommendations  bring  the  total  impact  on  the  Charleston  Metropolitan 
Statistical  Area  to  15  percent  There  will  be  no  significant  environmental  or 
community  infrastructure  impacts. 


Defense  Distribution  Depot  Tooele,  Utah 

Recommendation:  Disestablish  Defense  Distribution  Depot  Tooele,  Utah  (DDTU). 
Relocate  the  depot’s  functions/materiel  to  Defense  Distribution  Depot  Red  River,  TX 
(DDRT).  Any  remaining  materiel  will  be  placed  in  available  space  in  the  DoD 
Distribution  System. 

Justification:  The  decision  to  disestablish  DDTU  was  driven  by  the  Army  decision  to 
realign  Tooele  Army  Depot  and  consolidate  its  depot  maintenance  functions  with  those 
existing  at  Red  River  Army  Depot  The  realignment  of  DDTU’s  primary  customer  and 
the  substandard  facilities  drive  the  decision  to  disestablish  DDTU  and  relocate  its 
functions  and  materiel  to  DDRT.  DDTU  rated  18  out  of  29  in  the  military  value 
matrix.  With  the  exception  of  one  depot  (Columbus,  Ohio),  lower  rated  depots  are 
collocated  vrith  their  primary  customer,  a  maintenance  depot  The  Columbus  depot  has 
almost  twice  the  storage  capacity  and  four  times  the  issue  throughput  capacity  as 
DDTU. 
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Return  on  Investment:  This  disestablishment  is  in  combination  with  the 
lecommended  disestablishment  of  the  Letterkenny,  Oakland,  Charleston,  Pensacola,  and 
McClellan  distribution  depots.  Combined  estinu^  one-time  costs  for  these 
disestablishments  is  $137.0  million.  Annual  steady-state  savings  are  $31.2  million  with 
a  return  on  investment  in  two  years. 

Impacts:  The  disestablishment  of  Defense  Distribution  Depot  Tooele  will  have  an 
impact  on  the  local  economy.  The  projected  potential  employment  loss,  both  direct 
and  indirect,  is  3.4  percent  of  the  enq>loymeat  base  in  the  Tooele  County  Metropolitan 
Statistical  Area,  assuming  no  economic  recovery.  Note:  Other  1993  closure  and/or 
realignment  recommendations  bring  the  total  impact  on  the  Tooele  County 
Metropolitan  Statistical  Area  to  34.1  porceoL  lliere  will  be  no  significant 
environmental  or  community  infrastructure  impacts. 


Defense  Contract  Management  District  West,  El  Segundo,  California 

Recommendation:  Relocate  the  Defense  Contract  Management  District  West  (DCMD 
West),  El  Segundo,  CA.  to  Long  Beach  Naval  Shipyard,  Los  Angeles,  CA. 

Justification:  The  DCMD  West  is  currently  located  in  GSA-leased  administrative 
space  in  El  Segundo,  CA.  Significant  savings  will  result  by  moving  the  organization 
GSA  space  to  a  building  on  Government  property  at  Long  Beach  Naval  Shipyard, 
CA.  A  nunto  of  available  DoD  properties  were  considered  as  potential  relocation 
sites.  The  Naval  Shipyard  was  select^  because  it  does  not  involve  the  payment  of 
PerscMinel  Change  of  Station  (PCS)  costs.  This  move  may  require  new  construction  to 
provide  a  building  to  receive  the  DCMD  West 

Return  on  Investment:  Total  estimated  one  time  costs  for  this  relocation  are  $12.4 
million.  Aiuiual  steady  state  savings  are  $6.0  million  with  an  immediate  return  on 
investment.  The  estimated  one  time  cost  includes  the  potential  cost  of  construction, 
should  that  be  required. 

Impacts:  Relocating  DCMD  West  will  have  no  negative  impact  on  the  local  economy 
since  it  is  an  intra-area  move.  However,  DCMD  West  is  receiving  personnel  as  a 
result  of  the  overall  DCMC  consolidation.  There  is  no  significant  environmental  or 
community  infrastructure  impact  resulting  from  this  relocation. 
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Defense  Industrial  Supply  Center,  Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania 

Recommendation;  Relocate  the  Defense  Industrial  Supply  Center  (DISC),  a  hardware 
Inventory  Control  Point  (ICP).  located  in  Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania,  to  New 
Cumberland,  Pennsylvania. 

Justincation:  DISC  is  a  tenant  of  the  Navy’s  Aviation  Supply  Office  (ASO)  located 
in  Philadelphia.  With  the  Navy  decision  to  close  ASO  during  BRAC  93,  DISC  must 
either  be  relocated  or  remain  behind  and  assume  responsibility  for  the  base. 

The  Executive  Group  considered  opdons  where  square  footage  or  buildable 
acres  existed.  Also,  only  locations  where  ICPs  currently  exist  were  considered. 

Collocation  with  DCSC,  DESC  and  DGSC  were  also  considered.  DGSC  has 
buildable  acres  but  no  space  available.  DESC  has  warehouse  space  and  DCSC  will 
have  administrative  space  in  1997.  However,  with  the  recoirunended  closures  of 
DESC  and  realignment  with  DCSC,  the  additional  move  of  DISC  to  DCSC  was 
considoed  too  risky.  Scenarios  were  run  splitting  DISC  among  the  remaining 
hardware  centers  and  splitting  DISC  between  DCSC  and  DGSC.  Both  options  were 
considered  too  risky  because  proposed  moves  split  managed  items  to  multiple 
locations. 

Locating  DISC  at  Defense  Distribution  Region  East,  a  DLA  activity  located  at 
New  Cumberland,  Pennsylvania,  and  the  presence  of  three  ICPs  and  major  DLA 
facilities  in  the  area  will  create  significant  opportunities  for  savings  and  efficiencies  in 
the  future.  The  relocation  of  DISC  to  New  Cumberland  provides  the  best  payback  for 
DoD.  The  relocation  allows  the  Navy  to  close  and  dispose  of  ASO. 

Return  on  Investment;  Total  estimated  one  time  cost  for  this  relocation  is  $95.6 
million.  Annual  steady  state  savings  are  $20.7  million  with  a  return  on  investment  in 
four  years. 

Impacts:  Relocating  DISC  will  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy.  The  projected 
potential  employment  loss,  both  direct  and  indirect,  is  0.2  percent  of  the  employment 
base  in  the  Philadelphia  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area,  assuming  no  economic  recovery. 
Note:  Other  1993  closure  and/or  realignment  reconunendations  bring  the  total  impact 
on  the  Philadelphia  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area  to  0.8  percent  The  potential 
environmental  impacts  of  relocating  DISC  to  New  Cumberland  are  minimal  and  there 
are  no  conununity  infrastructure  impediments. 
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Defense  Information  Systems  Agency 
Summary  of  Selection  Process 


Defense  Information  Systems  Agency  (DISA)  Process 

As  a  first  stq)  in  the  consolidation  process,  the  Director  of  the  Defense 
Information  Technology  Services  Office  (DITSO)  established  the  DoD  Data  Center 
Consolidation  Planning  Team  to  develop  a  Data  Processing  Center  (DPC)  consolidation 
plan.  The  Planning  Team  adopted  a  site  selection  process  that  calls  for  identifying  the 
existing  sites  that  have  the  greatest  potential  for  serving  as  consolidated  DPCs.  The 
methodology  involved  the  following  steps: 

o  Identify  the  candidate  DPCs 

o  Validate  site  information  and  apply  ranking  criteria 

o  Determine  the  total  data  processing  requirement 

o  Determine  the  appropriate  number  of  megacenters 

o  Develop  a  technical  plan  for  migration  of  DoD  data  processing  workload 
from  the  existing  DPCs  to  the  megacenters 

The  methodology  carefully  considered  the  risks  associated  with  both  site 
selection  and  consolidation.  The  plan  builds  on  the  wodt  done  by  the  Services  in 
support  of  Defense  Management  Report  Decision  924.  Site  selection  risk  has  been 
further  reduced  by  conducting  a  sensitivity  analysis  on  the  site  selection  criteria. 

The  methodology  for  ranking  the  megacenters  involved  a  two  step  process. 

Hrst,  the  criteria  for  selecting  a  megacenter  site  were  identified.  These  criteria  were 
then  weighted  according  to  their  importance  as  a  discriminator  in  the  ranking  of  sites, 
with  the  total  weights  adding  to  100  percent  The  criteria  fell  into  three  broad 
categories:  1)  Facilities  criteria,  which  account  for  SO  percent  of  the  total  weight  2) 
Security  criteria,  which  account  for  35  pocent  of  the  total  weight  and  3)  Operations 
criteria  which  account  for  15  percent  of  the  total  weight  Each  site  could  receive  a 
total  of  ten  points  for  each  of  the  criteria.  The  points  assigned  were  then  muldpiied  by 
the  weight  factor  for  each  criterion  and  summed  to  determine  the  score  for  each 
potential  megacento’  site. 
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Thiny-six  megacenter  candidates  were  scored  against  the  criteria  to  establish  a 
candidate  ranking.  Site  visits  were  made  to  validate  the  Service-supplied  data. 

The  number  of  megacenters  required  was  determined  by  totaling  the  processing 
workload  requirements  of  all  sites  to  be  consolidated  and  distributing  these 
requiiemeots.  beginning  with  the  top-ranked  site,  until  all  the  requirements  were 
satisried.  A  sensitivity  analysis  was  performed  to  determine  how  much  the  site  ranking 
Older  depended  on  the  weights  assig^  to  each  criterion  and  the  inclusion  or  exclusion 
of  a  speciik  criteria. 
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Defense  Information  Systems  Agency 
Recommendation  and  Justification 


DoD  Data  Center  Consolidation 

Recommendation:  Execute  a  DoD-wide  Data  Center  Consolidation  Plan  that 
disestablishes  44  major  data  processing  centers  (DPCs)  by  consolidating  their 
information  jnocessing  workload  into  fifteoi  standardized,  automated  "megacenters” 
located  in  existing  DoD  facilities. 

The  44  DPCs  recommended  for  disestablishment  are  located  at  the  following 
DoD  installations: 


Navr  Sites 
NCTS  San  Diego,  CA 
NSC  Puget  Sound.  WA 
NSC  Norfolk,  VA 
NAWC  AD  Patuxent  Riva,  MD 
NAWC  WD  Point  Mugu,  CA 
NSC  Pearl  Haihor.  HI 
NAS  Whidbey  Island.  WA 
TRF  Kings  Bay,  GA 
NAS  Key  West,  FL 
NAS  Oceana,  VA 
NCTAMSLANT  Norfolk,  VA 
NCTS  New  Orleans,  LA 
CRUnCOM  Arlington.  VA 
NARDAC  San  Francisco,  CA 
NCCOSC  San  Diego.  CA 

Marine  CgrPLSitg 
MCAS  Cherry  Point,  NC 
RASC  Can^)  Pendleton,  CA 


NSC  Charleston,  SC 
ASO  Philadelphia,  PA 
NCTS  Pensacola,  FL 
NAWC  WD  China  Lake,  CA 
FISC  San  Diego,  CA 
FACSO  Port  Hueneme,  CA 
TRF  Bangor,  WA 
NAS  Brunswick,  ME 
NAS  Mayport,  FL 
EPMAC  New  Orleans,  LA 
BUPERS  Washington,  DC 
NCTS  Washington,  DC 
NCTAMS  EASTPAC  Pearl 
Harbor,  HI 

NAVDAF  Corpus  Christi,  TX 


RASC  Camp  Lejeune,  NC 
MCAS  El  Toro,  CA 


Air  Force  Sites 
CPSC  San  Antonio,  TX 
AFMPC  Randolph  AFB,  TX 
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7th  CG,  Pentagon,  VA 
RPC  McQellan  AFB,  CA 


Defense  Logistics  Agency  Sites 
IPC  Battle  Creek.  MI 
IPC  Philadeli^ua,  PA 


IPC  Ogden,  UT 
IPC  Richmond,  VA. 


Defense  Information  Systems  Agency  Sites 

DITSO  Indianapolis  IPC,  IN  DITSO  Kansas  City  IPC,  MO 

DrrSO  Coining  Annex  (Dayton).  OH 


Recommended  Megacenter  Locarions 


o  Columbus,  Ohio 

0  Mechanicsburg,  Pennsylvania 

o  Ogden,  Utah 

0  Dayton,  Ohio 

0  San  Antonio,  Texas 

0  St.  Louis,  Missouri 

0  Rock  Island,  Illinois 

0  Oklahoma  Qty,  Oklahoma 

o  Montgomery,  Alabama 

0  Jacksonville,  Florida 

o  Denver,  Colorado 

o  (3iambersburg,  Pennsylvania 

o  Wamer-Robins,  Georgia 

0  Cleveland,  Ohio 

o  Huntsville,  Alabama 

JustifIcBtion:  A  DPC  is  an  uganizationally  defined  set  of  dedicated  personnel, 
computer  hardware,  computer  software,  telecommunications,  and  environmentally 
coodidooed  facilities  primary  function  is  to  provide  conqniter  processing 
support  for  customen.  The  DPCs  to  be  closed  were  transferred  from  the  Military 
Departments  and  Defense  Agencies  to  the  Defense  Information  Systems  Agency 
(DISA)  under  die  guidelines  of  Defense  Mana^meot  Report  Decision  (DMRD)  918. 
Rapid  cmisolidatioa  of  diese  facilities  is  necessary  to  accommodate  a  significant 
portion  of  the  DMRD  918  budget  uvings  totaling  $4.5  billion  while  continuing  to 
support  the  mission  and  functions  of  DoD  at  the  required  service  levels. 

Consolidation  of  DPCs  is  one  of  several  cost  saving  initiatives  underway  within 
DISA.  Best  industry  practice  in  die  {vivate  sector  has  established  the  viability  and 
desirability  of  this  qiproacb.  It  will  position  DoD  to  more  efBciently  support  common 
data  processing  requirements  acrou  Services  by  leveraging  information  technology  and 
fesource  investments  to  meet  muldi^  needs.  In  the  long  term,  it  will  increase  the 
Military  Depaitments*  and  Defease  Agencies’  access  to  state-of*the-art  technology 
while  requiring  fewer  investments  to  support  similar  Service  needs.  This  is  an 
aggressive  plan  diat  wfl]  ultimately  position  DoD  to  support  business  improvement 
initiatives,  downsizing,  and  streainlining  through  the  efficient  use  and  depio3nTient  of 
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technology.  DISA  has  undenaken  an  extensive  evaluation  of  candidate  megacenters  to 
rasure  that  the  facilities,  security,  and  ongoing  operations  will  support  an  efficient  and 
flexible  Defense  Infonnation  In^-structuie  capable  of  meeting  the  requirements  of  the 
Defense  community. 

During  the  evaluation  process  the  IPC  at  McGellan  Air  Force  Base  rated  high 
enough  to  be  selected  as  a  megacenter  site.  However,  with  the  Air  Force’s 
recommendation  to  close  McClellan  Air  Force  Base  the  McQellan  IPC  was  removed 
from  further  consideration. 

Return  on  Investment:  Total  estimated  one  time  cost  for  this  recommendation  is 
$408  million.  Annual  steady  state  savings  are  $290  million  with  an  immediate  return 
on  investment 

Impacts:  The  consolidadoo  will  have  minimal  impact  on  the  conununides  and 
environment  at  both  the  existing  and  target  DPC  sites. 
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Chapter  5 

Implementation 


Introduction 

Public  Law  lOl-SlO,  beaides  establishing  the  procedures  for  selecting  bases  to 
be  closed  or  realigned,  establishes  procedures  for  carrying  out  approved  closures  and 
realignments.  The  law  also  describes  the  ^rplicability  of  other  public  laws  and  Federal 
regulations  to  the  iir9)lementation  of  base  closures  and  realignments  (see  Appendix  A). 

Requirement  to  Dose  and  Realign  Bases 

The  Secretary  of  Defense  irmst  close  and  realign  gU  military  installations 
recommended  for  closure  and  realignment  by  the  Commission,  unless  the  President 
does  not  iqrprove  the  recommendations  or  a  Congressional  joint  resolution  of 
disapprove  is  enacted. 

The  Secretary  must  initiate  all  the  closures  and  realignments  wituin  two  years 
and  coirqdete  all  die  closures  within  six  years,  beginning  from  the  date  the  President 
approves  the  recommendadons. 

Implementation  Procedures  and  Funding 

The  Secretary  may  (in  implementing  the  approved  base  closures  and 
realignments)  acquire  la^  construct  replacement  facilities,  and  plan  and  design  for 
relocating  activities. 

PubUc  Law  101-510  establishes  a  special  Department  of  Defense  Base  Gosure 
Account  1990,  to  fund  costs  associated  with  closing  and  realigning  bases.  The 
Secretary  may  also  use  the  Account  to  provide:  economic  adjustment  assistance  to 
communides;  community  planning  assistance;  and,  outplacement  assistance  to  civilian 
en^loyees.  There  is  a  separate  base  closure  account  for  implementing  the 
recommendations  of  the  1988  Base  Gosure  Commission. 

The  Secretary  may  use  the  Account  to  provide  for  environmental  restoration  and 
mitigation  at  closing  and  realigning  bases.  The  Secretary  is  required  to  ensure  that 
environmental  restoration  of  propeity  made  excess  as  a  result  of  closing  or  realigning 
bases  be  carried  out  as  soon  as  possible  with  funds  available  for  such  purposes. 
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Property  Disposal 


The  Administrator  of  General  Services  is  required  to  delegate  to  the  Secretary  of 
Defease  the  Administrator’s  property  disposal  authorities  under  public  law  to:  utilize 
excess  property;  dispose  of  surplus  iHopeity;  grant  approvals  and  make  determinations; 
and,  make  excess  or  surplus  property  available  for  wildlife  conservation  purposes.  The 
Secretary  is  required  to  follow  General  Services  Administration  property  disposal 
regulations  in  carrying  out  his  authorities. 

Before  die  Secretary  can  dispose  of  any  surplus  real  property  or  facility,  he  is 
required  to  consult  with  the  Governor  of  the  State  and  the  heads  of  local  governments 
about  the  local  community’s  plans  for  the  use  of  the  property.  For  over  30  years,  DoD 
has  helped  local  communities  plan  for  the  reuse  of  closing  bases.  This  program, 
manag^  by  DoD’s  Office  of  Economic  Adjustment,  is  discussed  later  in  this  chapter. 

The  Secretary  may  transfer  real  property  or  facilities  at  a  closing  or  realigning 
base  to  a  bfilitary  Department  or  the  Coast  Guard,  with  or  without  leimbursemenL 
This  authority  is  irrqxirtant  to  help  ensure  DoD  retains  its  best  assets  in  cases  where 
the  need  for  transfer  from  one  Department  to  another  could  not  be  identified  during  the 
base  closure  and  realignment  selection  process. 

Applicability  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 

The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  will  apply  to  the  actions  DoD 
ttkes  in  in^ementing  approved  base  closures  and  realignments.  NEPA  will  apply  in 
disposing  rf  property  arid  in  relocating  functions  from  a  base  being  closed  or  realigned 
to  a  recei'  --.g  b^.  However,  in  applying  NEPA  to  property  disposal  or  relocating 
functions,  i>oD  need  not  consider  (1)  the  need  for  closing  or  reigning  the  base;  (2) 
the  need  for  transferring  functions  to  a  base  selected  as  a  receiving  base;  or  (3) 
alternatives  to  the  closing,  realigning  o'  receiving  bases. 

Congressional  Oversight 

DoD  is  required  to  report  annually  to  die  Defense  Committees  of  Congress  the 
following  infomuuion  concerning  implementation  of  approved  base  closures  and 
realignments: 

o  A  schedule  of  closure  and  realignment  actions  for  the  year, 

0  The  costs  required  and  savings  to  be  achieved, 

0  An  assessment  of  the  environmental  effects  of  the  actions. 
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0  A  description  of  actions  at  receiving  bases,  and 

0  An  assessment  of  the  environmental  ejects  at  the  receiving  bases. 

Finally,  DoD  is  required  to  report  to  the  Congress  the  funds  remaining  in  the 
Base  Qosure  Account  afta  the  Account  has  terminated.  Unobligated  funds  which 
ranain  in  the  Account  after  termination  will  be  held  in  the  Account  until  transferred  by 
law. 


Biasing  the  Impact 

Qosing  military  bases  is  difficult,  especially  for  the  people  affected.  DoD  has 
for  years  managed  {vograms  designed  to  assist  communities,  homeowners  and 
employees  in  adjusting  to  the  closure  of  bases.  We  intend  to  improve  the  existing 
programs  and  to  create  new  economic  growth  initiatives  (see  Appendix  C). 

Elconomic  Adjustment  Assistance 

Economic  adjustment  assistance  for  communities  can  alleviate  local  impacts  of 
Defense  program  changes.  Inqiacts  may  result  from  major  base  closure  or  realignment 
actions  that  reduce  local  employmenL  Other  actions  may  increase  Defense  activity  and 
place  new  demands  on  communities  for  increased  public  services  (sewer,  water,  roads, 
schools,  etc.).  Changes  can  impact  on  individuals  and  have  secondary  effects  on  area 
businesses,  local  governments,  and  other  elements  of  the  local  economy. 

The  Dqnrtment  takes  the  lead  in  efforts  to  alleviate  these  problems.  An 
Economic  Adjustment  Program  was  initiated  for  this  purpose  in  ^^y  1961.  Since 
1970,  adjustment  assistance  has  been  enhanced  through  the  President’s  Economic 
Adjustment  Committee  (EAC)  which  is  composed  of  23  Federal  Departments  and 
Agencies,  and  chaired  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense.  The  DoD  Office  of  Economic 
Adjustment  (OEA)  serves  as  the  permanent  staff  for  the  Committee. 

The  EAC  works  with  local,  state  and  Federal  Agency  representatives  to  develop 
strategies  and  coordinate  action  plans  to  generate  new  job  opportunities  and  to  alleviate 
social  and  economic  impacts  resulting  from  Defense  program  changes.  Whenever 
possible,  former  military  bases  are  converted  for  productive  civilian  uses.  i.e.  airports, 
industrial  parks,  schools,  hospitals,  recreational  areas,  etc.  Available  Federal,  state  and 
local  government  resources  are  utilized  to  spur  private  sector  investments  and  jobs. 

DoD  plans  to  increase  significantly  the  scope  of  activities  undertaken  by  OEA. 
OEA  is  responsible  for  leading  DoD’s  efforts  to  work  with  communities  severely 
affected  by  base  closures  and  other  reductions  in  defense  spenc  ng.  OEA  works 
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closely  with  other  federal,  state,  and  local  government  organizations  in  order  to  bring 
the  full  range  of  assistance  programs  to  bear  on  affected  communities.  DoD  will 
increase  OEA’s  budget  dramatically  from  about  $8  million  in  FY  1992  to  nearly  $30 
million  in  FY  1993. 

With  its  increased  budget,  OEA  t^ill  offer  grants  to  help  community 
organizations  transition  from  a  planning  function  to  an  operational  entity.  Previously, 
OEA  funded  the  planning  function  only.  OEA  also  plans  to  invite  grants  from  states 
to  suj^rort  local  community  adjustment  and  bjsiness  assistance  programs;  up  to  $2.5 
million  is  earmarked  for  t^  purpose.  OEA  will  also  make  gkants  to  help  states  and 
local  governments  develop  community  adjustrrren'  and  economic  diversification  plans 
and  establish  demonstratiou  projects  in  four  areas. 

Economic  Growth  Results 

The  Office  of  Economic  Adjustment  periodically  surveys  the  economic  progress 
of  nearly  100  communities  affected  by  base  closures  during  the  past  32  years.  The 
survey  measures  job  replacement  generation  and  reuses  for  the  former  bases,  as 
accomplished  and  reported  by  the  communities  themselves.  The  survey  findings  are 
conservative  since  they  exclude  secoixiaiy  and  off-base  jobs.  The  1990  survey  found: 

o  New  jobs  replace  DoD  civilian  losses.  A  total  of  158,000  civilian  jobs 
are  now  located  on  former  defense  facUides  to  replace  the  loss  of  93,000 
forma  DoD  civilian  and  contractor  jobs. 

o  New  educational  opportunides.  Many  four-year  colleges  and  post- 

secondaiy  vocadonal  technical  (vo-tech)  institutes  or  community  colleges, 
as  well  as  higli  school  vo-tech  programs  have  been  established  at  forma 
bases.  The  reuse  of  the  forma  Defense  facilities  for  new  vocational 
technical  education  has  provided  a  strong  job-inducement  contribution  to 
future  community  economic  develt^nnent  programs. 

0  Student  enrollments.  There  are  73,000  college  and  post-secondary 
students:  20,000  secondary  vo-tech  students;  and  62,000  trainees  now 
receiving  education  and  training  at  57  forma  Defense  bases. 

0  Industrial  and  aviation  uses.  Office  industrial  paiks  or  plants  have  been 
established  at  75  of  the  forma  Defense  bases.  Forty-two  of  the  forma 
bases  are  being  used  as  municipal  ot  general  aviation  airports. 
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Currently,  OEA  is  working  with  38  communities  near  bases  recommended  for 
closure  by  the  1988  and  1991  Base  Dosure  Commissions  (sec  Appendix  F).  OEA  has 
provided  $10  million,  over  the  last  three  years,  in  Community  Planning  Assistance 
Grants  to  affected  locations  for  economic  adjustment  organization  costs  and  to  help 
develop  local  base  redevelopment  plans.  Working  through  the  EAC,  OEA  is  also 
helping  these  communities  implement  their  adjustment  plans.  With  funds  transferred 
from  DoD,  the  Economic  Development  Administradon  of  the  Department  of 
Conunerce,  will  make  33  grants  totalling  $50  million  for  utility  infrastructure 
in^rrovements,  business  loan  funds,  and  state  level  adjustment  planning  activities. 
Similarly,  with  DoD  funds,  the  Department  of  Labor  has  made  45  grants  totalling  $40 
million  for  worker  adjustment  assistance  and  retraining. 

Until  the  property  at  the  closing  bases  is  disposed  of  for  public  and  private  use, 
redevelopment  is  imderstandably  limited.  Most  of  the  bases  recommended  for  closure 
in  1988  and  1991  have  yet  to  close.  However,  several  communities  affected  are 
solidly  on  the  way  to  economic  recovery  helped  by  DoD’s  willingness  to  temporarily 
lease  portions  of  bases  before  closure.  Lockheed  Aerospace  has  leased  hangars  at 
Norton  AFB  for  aircraft  overtraul  and  maintenance,  creating  800  jobs.  A  major 
trucking  company,  J.B.  Hunt,  recently  opened  a  truck  driver  training  center  at  the 
England  Industritd  Air  Paric  and  Community  (former  England  AFB).  At  the  Pease 
International  Tradeport  (former  Pease  AFB)  a  variety  of  new  activities  have  created 
more  than  1,000  jobs.  Among  the  major  tenants  arc  the  U.S.  Passport  and  Visa 
Processing  Center  and  the  Business  Express  (Delta  Airlines)  maintenance  facility.  And 
at  the  former  Naval  Air  Station  Chase  Field  in  Bceville,  Texas,  400  family  housing 
units  have  been  leased,  and  Prostar  Aircraft,  a  manufacturer  of  small  planes  used 
primarily  for  agriculture  and  recreational  purposes,  began  production  at  the  base  in 
March  1993. 

The  transition  period  (often  3-5  years)  from  military  to  civilian  use  of  a  former 
base  can  be  difficult  for  many  communities.  Yet,  the  experience  of  communities 
affected  by  earlier  base  closures  clearly  indicates  successful  adjustment  is  possible. 
Moreover,  communities  become  more  diversified  and  economically  stable.  The 
Department  of  Defense  is  committed  to  helping  affected  communities  throughout 
transition. 
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Enviromnental  Restoration  at  Closing  Bases 


DoD  is  obligated  under  the  Defense  Environmental  Restoration  Program  and  the 
Comprehensive  Environmental  Response,  Con^nsation  and  Liability  Act  (CERCLA) 
to  restore  contaminated  sites  on  military  bases,  whether  they  are  closing  or  not 

DoD  is  committed  to  restoring  closing  bases  to  safe  condition  within  the 
capabilities  of  technology  and  the  availability  of  funds.  The  Base  Qosune  Account, 
described  earlier  in  diis  chiq>ter.  is  used  to  fund  this  environmental  restoration  at 
closing  bases  or  at  realigning  bases  where  the  cleanup  action  is  driven  by  requirements 
of  the  realignment 

DoD  wants  to  ensure,  wherever  possible,  that  environmental  cleanup  is  not  a 
barrier  to  economic  recovery.  DoD  has  spent  and  will  continue  to  spend  significant 
defense  resources  on  environmental  restoration,  but  will  need  help  from  Congress  and 
the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  to  streamline  the  process. 

DoD  has  severd  initiatives  underway  to  expedite  the  environmental  restoration 
process  and  thereby  speed  local  economic  recovery. 

In  1990,  DoD  formed  an  environmental  response  task  force  which,  in  October 
IS^l,  rqxmed  on  ways  to:  iirqMrove  interagency  coordination  of  environmental 
response  actions;  ttreWine  a:^  consolidate  regulations,  practices  and  policies;  and, 
inqnove  environmental  restoration  at  bases  that  were  being  closed  under  the  Base 
Qosore  and  Realignment  Act  of  1988.  This  task  force  is  being  reconvened  in  fiscal 
year  1993  and  will  provide  yearly  reports  to  Congress  until  the  base  closure  process  is 
completed. 

DoD  has  established  a  model  program  which  will  test*  expediting  clean-up; 
accelerating  the  contracting  process;  alternatives  for  avoiding  disputes;  concurrent 
regulatory  review;  and,  options  for  local  reuse  while  clean-up  is  in  progre.ss. 

DoD,  in  conjunction  with  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA),  the 
Military  Services,  State  and  local  regulatory  offices,  and  State  and  local 
reuseA^velopment  organizations,  is  conducting  a  series  of  base  closure  and 
realignment  (BRAG)  Interagency  Acceleration  Initiatives  Conferences.  These 
conferences,  organized  on  an  EPA  regional  basis,  promote  discussions  between 
appropriate  parties  and  foster  the  potential  inq}lementation  of  some  47  acceleration 
initiatives  at  closing  installations.  The  acceleration  initiatives,  in  five  major  categories 
of  management,  process,  technology,  contracting,  and  training,  were  developed  to 
promote  the  timely  environmental  restoration  and  fast  return  of  closing  DoD 
installations. 
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Homeowners  Assistance  Program 


The  Homeowners  Assistance  Program  (H-\P)  was  authorized  by  Congress  to 
assist  eligible  military  and  federal  civilian  homeowners  who,  through  no  fault  of  their 
own,  face  a  financial  loss  when  selling  their  homes  in  an  area  where  real  estate  values 
have  declined  because  of  a  base  closure  or  realignment 

In  general,  HAP  works  in  three  ways.  The  Government  helps  eligible 
employees  who  cannot  sell  their  homes  within  a  reasonable  time  by  either:  buying  their 
homes  for  75  pocent  of  their  pre-closure  announcement  value;  or  reimbursing  them  for 
most  lost  equity  should  the  homeowners  sell  the  house  for  less  than  the  pre-closure 
announcement  value.  The  program  also  jn-ovides  relief  for  displaced  employees  facing 
foreclosure. 

To  be  eligible  for  HAP  benefits,  the  applicant  must  be  a  military  member  (Coast 
Guard  included),  federal  civilian  or  noo-appropriated  fund  employee  assigned  or 
employed  at  cr  near  the  installation  announced  for  closure  or  realignment,  and  be  the 
owDCT-occupant  on  the  announcement  date.  Eligibility  is  also  extended  under  certain 
conditions  to  personnel  on  overseas  tours  or  those  ordered  into  on-base  housing  within 
a  specified  period  fmor  to  the  closure  or  realignment  aimouncement. 

The  program  is  initially  funded  with  appropriated  funds;  however,  the  fund  is 
replenished  with  the  proceeds  from  the  sale  or  rental  of  houses  purchased  by  the 
Govonment  under  the  program. 

Civilian  Employee  Assistance 

The  DoD  Priority  Placement  Program  is  another  program  that  was  established  to 
help  DoD  civilian  employees  adjust  to  the  base  closures  of  the  1960s. 

A  state-of-the-art  automated  referral  system  is  currently  in  operation.  Over  the 
years  since  its  inception,  the  referral  system  has  helped  more  than  106,000  employees 
rind  new  assignments.  This  system  supports  the  Prioiity  Placement  Program  and  is 
cost  effective.  Periodic  surveys  have  ^own  that  99  percent  of  placements  are 
considered  successful  by  the  supervisors  with  whom  the  employees  have  been  placed. 
Over  two-thirds  of  the  employees  placed  through  the  system  have  maintained  their  pay 
grades  and  salaries,  or  have  advanced.  Nearly  the  same  number  of  placements  have 
been  within  the  commuting  area  of  the  original  jobs.  When  that  is  not  possible, 
relocation  expenses  are  paid  when  an  employee  is  placed  in  a  job  outside  the  present 
commuting  area.  The  program  has  successfully  placed  nearly  every  employee  willing 
to  relocate. 
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The  Office  of  Personnel  Management’s  (OPMs)  Iniemgency  Placement 
Assistance  Program  (IPAP)  and  Displaced  Employee  Program  (DEP)  are  newer 
programs  also  designed  to  help  to  place  enq)loyecs  separated  or  about  to  be  separated 
from  their  positions  by  a  reduction  in  force.  0PM  is  in  the  process  of  combining  these 
programs  into  one. 

DoD  has  also  recently  established  the  Defease  Outplacement  Referral  System 
(DORS).  DORS  is  a  voluntary,  automated  refoial  system  available  to  DoD  employees 
and  their  spouses  seeking  employment  and  to  employers  seeking  workers.  Both 
register  in  the  DORS  system.  Employers  identify  sl^s  they  need  and  individuals  list 
the  skills  they  possess.  The  system  electronically  provides  registered  employers  the 
resumes  of  i^viduals  who  meet  their  skill  requirements. 

Recent  legislation  requires  the  Office  of  Persoimel  Management  to  establish  a 
Government-wide  vacancy  list  Candidates  seeking  Federal  employment  will  no  longer 
have  to  make  numerous  inquiries  about  vacancies,  but  can  query  t^  one  source.  The 
Office  of  Personnel  Management  is  also  required  to  establi^  procedures  for  noo-DoD 
Agencies  to  give  displaced  DoD  enq)loyees  full  consideration  for  vacancies  filled  from 
outside  their  Agencies. 

The  Job  Training  Partnership  Act  (JTPA)  allows  the  release  of  placement 
assistance  and  retraining  monies  to  diose  en^loyees  who  are  to  be  involuntarily 
separated  from  their  positions.  In  most  situadons,  enq)loyees  identified  for  separation 
will  be  eligible  for  these  funds  six  months  prior  to  separation.  Employees  at 
installations  on  the  base  realignment  and  closure  list  are  eligible  for  these  monies  24 
months  prior  to  the  closure  date. 

Enqrloyees  who  have  received  reduction  in  force  separation  notices  will  be 
allowec  to  stay  on  DoD's  rolls  beyond  the  reduction  in  force  (RIF)  date  if  they  have 
enough  annual  leave  to  carry  them  to  first  tedrement  eligibility  or  to  meet  the 
eligibility  criteria  to  cany  Federal  En^loyte  Health  Benefits  (FEHB)  into  retirement 
(five  years  of  coverage).  DoD  en^rloyees  who  axe  enrolled  in  FEHB  and  who  are 
involuntarily  separated  by  RIF  may  elect  to  continue  FEHB  enrollment  (for  up  to  18 
months  following  separation)  and  pay  only  the  en^loyee  portion  of  the  cost 

A  post  closure  hiring  preference  will  also  be  afforded  employees  adversely 
affected  ^  base  closures.  Ibey  will  be  given  the  right  of  first  refusal  for  jobs  created 
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by  award  of  contracts  to  prepare  the  base  for  closure  or  to  maintain  the  base  after 
closure.  Employees  will  be  notified  of  skills  required  by  the  contractor  and  will  apply 
directly  to  the  contractor. 

Activities  expecting  major  reductions  may  request  Voluntary  Early  Retirement 
Authority  (VERA)  from  OPM.  Eligible  employees  (those  50  years  of  age  with  20 
years  of  service  or  those  with  25  years  of  service  at  any  age)  may  be  offered  this 
o(^)oitunity.  Additionally,  VERA  may  be  expanded  to  non-downsizing  organizations 
to  create  vacancies  for  other  enq)loyee5  scheduled  for  separation. 

Finally,  separation  pay  incentives  may  be  approved  by  the  Office  of  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  to  be  used  at  activities  that  are  downsizing  or  at  activities  that  are 
not  downsizing,  but  where  vacancies  could  be  created  to  place  employees  who  would 
otherwise  be  separated.  The  incentives  or  bonuses  are  to  be  used  for  targeted  surplus 
occupations,  grades  and  locations.  Ihe  incentives  are  lump  sum  bonuses  up  to  $25,000 
for  employees  who  resign,  or  who  elect  early  retirement  or  regular  (option^) 
redrement  These  incentives  may  not  be  offered  in  the  final  stage  of  base  closure  but 
may  be  used  in  earlier  phases. 

Tools  to  Help  Commanders  Close  Bases 

The  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  has  the  authority  to  waive  dual 
compensation  restrictions  for  retired  military  members  or  civilians  hired  at  closing 
bases  to  fill  critical  positions.  The  waivers  can  only  be  granted  for  temporary 
^ipointments  at  bases  within  two  years  of  their  scheduled  closure  dates. 

Job  swaps  allow  Commanders  to  staff  critical  jobs  at  closing  bases  and  create 
placement  opportunities  for  err^loyees  who  would  otherwise  be  separated.  Job  swaps 
are  an  exception  to  the  Priority  Placement  Program.  Employees  at  closing  bases  may 
swap  jobs  with  employees  at  non-closing  bases  who  are,  or  will  soon  be  eligible  for 
retirement  (including  discontinued  servire  retirement).  Job  swaps  may  be  authorized 
only  when  the  position  at  the  closing  base  has  been  specifically  identified  as  critical 
and  continuing  (one  year  or  more)  and  the  swap  has  been  approved  by  the  supervisors 
of  both  employees.  This  provision  may  also  be  used  to  fill  vacant  critical  positions  at 
a  closing  installation. 

Generally,  employees  at  closing  bases  are  eligible  for  unlimited  annual  leave 
accrual  (elimination  of  the  240  hour  cap).  However,  employees  at  a  realigning  base 
who  work  for  an  activity  not  impacted  by  the  realignment  are  not  eligible  (i.e., 
employees  at  the  realigning  base  whose  activity  will  continue  in  the  sanoe  location  after 
realignment  are  not  eligible). 
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Appendices 


Appendix  A 

Public  Law  101-510,  as  amended 


PROVISIONS  OF  lAW  RELATING  TO  BASE 
CLOSURES  AND  REAUGNMENTS 

(as  amended  throu^  PX.  102-590;  December  31, 1992) 


1.  DEFENSE  BASE  CLOSITRE  AND  REALIGNMENT  ACT  OF 
1990  AND  BELATED  PROVISIONS 

(T.tk  lOOX  «rPJu  101*410,  He*.  S,  1000. 10  U3.C.  2687  aoU) 

TITLE  ZSn— DEFENSE  BASE  CLOSURES  AND 
REAUGNMENTS 

Part  A— Defense  Base  Closure  and  Reauonment  Commission 

■■C.2M1.  SHORT  TITLB  AND  P0KPO88 

(a)  Short  Tttle. — ^This  part  may  be  cited  aa  the  'Defense  Base 
Cloture  and  Realignment  Act  of  1990”. 

(b)  Purpose.— Ibe  purpoae  of  this  part  is  to  provide  s  Cur 
process  that  will  result  in  the  timely  closure  and  realignment  of 
miUtaiy  installations  inaide  the  United  States. 

BBC  toes.  THB  COMMISSION 

(s)  Establishment.— There  is  established  an  independent  com* 
miaaion  to  be  known  as  the  Defense  Base  Cloeure  and  Realign¬ 
ment  Commisaian”. 

(b)  Duties. — The  Commiasion  shall  carry  out  the  duties  speci¬ 
fied  for  it  in  this  part 

(c)  Appointment. — (IXA)  Dae  Commission  shall  be  composed  of 
eight  members  appointed  by  the  President,  by  end  with  the  advise 
and  consent  of  the  Senate. 

(6)  Die  President  shall  transmit  to  the  Senate  the  Dominations 
for  appointment  to  the  Commitaioi^ 

(i)  by  DO  later  than  January  8,  1991,  in  the  caae  of  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Commiaeion  whose  terms  will  expire  at  the  end  of 
the  first  session  of  the  102nd  Congress; 

(ii)  bv  no  later  than  January  25,  1993,  in  the  ease  of  mem¬ 
bers  of  toe  Commission  whose  terms  will  expire  at  the  end  of 
t^  first  session  of  the  103rd  Congress;  and 

(iii)  by  no  later  than  January  3,  1995,  in  the  case  of  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Commission  whose  terms  wiU  expire  at  the  end  of 
the  first  session  of  the  104th  Congress. 

(C)  If  ^e  I^sident  does  not  tranamit  to  Congress  the  nomina¬ 
tions  for  appointment  to  the  Commiasion  on  or  before  the  date 
specified  for  1993  in  clause  (ii)  of  subparagraph  (B)  or  for  1995  in 
yUtifa  (iii)  of  sudi  subparagraph,  the  process  oy  which  military  in- 
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tUUationB  may  be  aeleetad  for  eloattre  or  realignment  tinder  tbia 
part  with  reap^  to  that  year  ahall  be  terminated. 

(2)  In  aelectina  individuals  for  nominationa  for  appointmenta  to 
the  Commiation,  the  President  should  consult  with — 

(A)  the  Speaker  of  the  Houae  of  ReprMontativea  oonoem- 
ing  the  appointment  of  two  members: 

(B)  the  majority  leader  of  the  Senate  amceming  the  ap> 
pointment  of  two  membert; 

(C)  the  noinotify  leader  of  the  Houae  of  Repreaentativea 
oonoeniiiw  the  appointment  of  one  member,  and 

(D)  the  minority  leader  of  the  Senate  concerning  the  ap¬ 
pointment  of  one  member. 

(3)  At  the  time  the  Preaident  nominatea  individuala  for  ap¬ 
pointment  to  the  Conuniasion  for  each  aession  of  Congreaa  referrM 
to  in  paragraph  (IXB),  the  President  ahall  deaignate  one  such  indi¬ 
vidual  who  ahall  aerve  as  Chairman  of  the  Commiaaion. 

(d)  T:crm8.>K1)  Except  as  provided  in  paragiupb  (2).  each 
member  of  the  Commission  shall  serve  until  the  adjournment  of 
Cflogreaa  sine  die  for  the  aession  during  which  the  member  was  ap¬ 
pointed  to  the  Commisiion. 

(2)  The  Chairman  of  the  Commiaaion  eball  serve  until  the  con¬ 
firmation  of  a  tueeeaaor. 

(0)  Mxetinos.WI)  nie  Commiaaion  shall  meet  only  during  cal¬ 
endar  vearb  1431,  1993,  and  1995. 

(2xA)  Each  meetang  of  the  Commiaaion,  other  than  meetaugs  in 
which  daaaified  information  as  to  be  discus^,  shall  be  open  to  the 
public. 

(B)  All  the  proceedings,  information,  and  deliberationo  of  the 
Commiaaion  ahall  be  open,  upon  request,  to  the  following: 

(i)  The  Chairman  siM  the  rai^ng  minority  party  member 
of  the  Suboonunittae  on  Raadinesa,  SnatainaUhty,  and  Support 
of  the  Committea  on  Aimed  Services  of  Uie  Senate,  or  such 
other  members  of  the  Suboommittee  designated  by  ao^  Cbair- 
man  or  ranking  minority  party  member. 

(ii)  The  Chasrmes  and  the  ranking  minority  party  member 
of  the  SubcootaaMee  es»  Military  Inetallationa  and  Facilities  of 
the  Committee  os  Aimed  Ss^eaa  of  the  Bouse  of  Rep- 
resentativet,  or  eua.  sther  membert  of  the  Subcommittee  dea- 
ignated  ^  such  tinsan  or  rankin,  minority  party  member. 

(iii)  ^le  Chairs  sn  and  ranking  miaority  party  ranlifiis  ^ 
the  SobooBL-iUess  an  Military  (.  wsteiictian  of  the  Ccamittees 
cm  Apprepriationa  ¥  the  Saoia*  ans  of  the  House  ef  R^ 
reeentawvea.  or  eudi  at'ar  meaht  s  of  dw  Subcommitteoe  de^ 
inatad  by  eud>  Chaim  ai  or  ranluag  aunarity  party  members. 
w  VACaWCas.-^  vaoatJ^  in  the  Ceeamiesion  shall  be  filled  in 


the  aame  manner  as  Ac  er  ^teal  appointment,  but  the  individual 
appasMad  to  fill  t^  vacancy  <na21  serve  only  for  the  unetyiired  por¬ 
tion  of  the  tmr»  tar  which  the  individual’s  predecessor  was  ap¬ 
pointed. 

(g)  Fat  iua>  Tkavkl  Expkkses.— <1XA)  Each  member,  other 
than  the  Qiaiman,  shall  be  paid  at  a  rate  equal  to  the  daily  equiv¬ 
alent  of  the  nainimam  annual  rate  of  baaie  pay  payable  for  levd  TV 
of  the  Executive  Sdiedulc  under  section  mIo  m  title  5,  United 
States  Code,  for  aacli  day  (including  travel  time)  during  which  the 
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member  is  engaged  in  the  actual  performance  of  duties  vested  in 
the  Commission. 

(B)  The  Chairman  shall  be  paid  for  each  day  referred  to  in  sub- 
paragraph  (A)  at  a  rate  equal  to  the  daily  equivalent  of  the  mini¬ 
mum  annual  rate  of  basic  pay  payable  for  level  HI  of  the  Elxecutive 
Schedule  under  section  5314  of  title  5.  United  States  Code. 

(2)  Members  shall  receive  travel  expenses,  including  per  diem 
in  lieu  of  subsistenoe,  in  aocordanoe  with  sections  5702  and  5703 
of  title  5,  United  States  Code. 

(h)  Director  op  Staff.— <1)  The  Commission  shall,  vrithout  re¬ 
gard  to  section  5311(b)  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  appoint  a  Di¬ 
rector  who  has  not  served  on  active  duty  in  the  ArmM  Forces  or 
as  a  civilian  employee  of  the  Department  of  Defense  during  the 
one-yeaij>eriod  piecing  the  date  of  such  appointment. 

(2)  The  Director  shall  be  paid  at  the  rate  of  basic  pay  pa^ble 
for  level  IV  of  the  Eixecutive  Schedule  under  section  ^15  of  title 
5,  United  States  Code. 

(i)  Staff.— (1)  Subject  to  psuragraphs  (2)  and  (3),  the  Director, 
with  the  approval  of  the  Commission,  may  appoint  and  fix  ti^e  pay 
of  additional  personnel. 

(2)  The  Director  may  make  such  appointments  without  regard 
to  the  provisions  of  title  5.  United  States  Code,  governing  appoint¬ 
ments  in  the  competitive  service,  and  any  personnel  so  appointed 
may  be  paid  without  regard  to  the  provisions  of  chapter  51  and 
Bubchapter  m  of  chapter  53  of  that  title  relating  to  (^siScation 
and  General  Schedule  pay  rates,  except  that  an  individual  to  ap¬ 
pointed  may  not  receive  ^y  in  excess  of  the  annual  rate  of  basic 
pay  payable  for  G&-16  of  the  General  Schedule. 

(3XA)  Not  more  than  one-third  of  the  personnel  emplwed  by 
or  detailed  to  the  Commission  may  be  on  aetail  from  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defenae. 

(BXi)  Not  more  than  one-fifth  of  the  professional  ana^ts  of 
the  Commission  staff  may  be  persons  detailed  from  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  to  the  Commission. 

(ii)  No  person  detailed  from  the  Department  of  Defenae  to  the 
Commission  may  be  assigned  as  the  lead  professional  analyst  with 
respect  to  a  military  depurtment  or  defense  aeency. 

(C)  A  person  may  not  be  detailed  from  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense  to  the  Commission  if,  within  12  months  before  the  detail  is 
to  begin,  that  person  participated  personally  and  substantially  in 
any  matter  within  the  Department  of  Defense  oonoeming  the  prep¬ 
aration  of  recommendations  for  closures  or  reahgnments  of  miUta^ 
installstiotu. 

(D)  No  member  of  the  Armed  Farces,  and  no  officer  or  em¬ 
ployee  of  the  Department  of  Defense,  may— 

(i)  prepare  any  report  concerning  the  effectiveness,  fitness, 
or  efficiency  of  the  performance  on  the  staff  of  the  Commission 
of  any  person  detailed  fium  the  Department  of  Defense  to  that 
staff: 

(ii)  review  the  preparation  of  such  a  report;  or 

(iii)  approve  or  disapp^e  such  s  report. 

(4)  Upon  request  of  the  Jyirector,  the  head  of  any  Federal  de¬ 
partment  or  agency  may  detail  any  of  the  personnel  of  that  depart- 
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ment  or  ■f«Dcy  to  the  CommiuioB  to  aniit  the  Comminion  in  enr* 
ryinf  out  its  duties  under  this  part 

(6)  The  Comptroller  Oeneral  of  the  United  States  shall  provide 
asaistanee,  indnoinf  t^  dataflin^  of  employees,  to  the  Commission 
in  aeooordanoe  with  an  agreement  eateiM  into  with  the  Commis¬ 
sion. 

(6)  The  fdlowinc  restrictions  lelatinc  to  the  personnel  of  the 
Commission  shall  apply  during  1992  and  1994: 

(A)  There  may  not  be  more  than  16  persons  on  the  staff 
at  a^  one  time. 

(B)  The  staff  may  perfom  only  such  functions  as  are  nec¬ 
essary  to  prepare  for  tM  transition  to  new  membership  on  the 
Commissian  in  the  following  year. 

(C)  No  member  of  the  Armed  Forces  and  no  employee  of 
the  Department  of  Defense  may  serve  on  the  staff. 

())  OlHEK  AVlBORmr.^l)  T^  Commission  may  procure  by 
contract,  to  the  aslent  funds  are  available,  the  temporary  or  inter¬ 
mittent  servioes  of  e^terts  or  eonsultents  pursuant  to  section  3109 
of  title  6,  United  States  Code. 

(2)  Ihe  Commission  may  lease  space  and  acquire  personal 
proper^  to  the  esient  funds  are  available. 

(k)  PUNDIHO.— <1)  niere  are  antho:ixad  to  be  appropriated  to 
the  Commission  such  funds  ss  are  necessary  to  cany  out  its  dnties 
under  this  part.  Such  funds  shall  remain  available  until  expended. 

(2)  If  no  funds  are  appropriated  to  the  Commission  by  the  end 
of  the  second  eeesiaD  of  the  101st  Congress,  the  Secretai^  of  De¬ 
fense  may  tiransfer,  for  fiscal  year  1991,  to  the  Commission  funds 
from  the  Department  of  Defense  Base  Clocure  Account  established 
by  section  201  at  Public  Law  100-626.  Such  funds  shall  remain 
available  until  expended. 

G)  Terminahon.— The  Cemmisaion  shall  terminate  on  Decem¬ 
ber  31. 1995. 

'm)  PnoHmrnoN  Against  RsarBicnNO  Coumunicationb.— 
Secuon  1034  of  title  10,  United  Statea  Code,  shall  apply  with  re¬ 
spect  to  oommunications  with  tha  Commissian. 

SEC.  SSOa.  PBOCEDUBE  FOB  HAKZNO  BBCOMBONSAnONS  FOB  BASE 
CLOSUBBS  AND  BEAUCaoaCNTS 

(a)  FcmcE-SntucTURB  Plan.— (1)  Aa  part  of  the  budget  jus¬ 
tification  documents  submittad  to  Congiesa  in  support  of  the  budg¬ 
et  for  the  Department  of  Defanae  for  aadi  of  the  nscal  years  1992, 
1994,  and  l9m.  tha  Secretary  shall  include  a  foros-stmeturs  plan 
for  the  Armed  Forces  based  on  an  assessment  ^  tha  Secretary  of 
the  pro^ble  threats  to  the  national  aecuiity  during  the  six-year  pe 
riod  baguming  with  the  fiscal  yaar  far  which  tha  budget  request  is 
made  and  of  taa  antidpatad  levels  of  funding  that  will  be  available 
for  national  defanae  ptuiwaaa  during  sudi  period. 

(2)  Sudi  plan  shall  indude,  without  anv  reference  (directly  or 
indirectly}  to  military  installations  inside  tna  United  States  that 
may  be  dosed  or  realigned  under  suds  plan — 

(A)  a  description  of  tha  assessment  referred  to  in  para¬ 
graph  (1); 

(B)  a  description  (i)  of  the  antidpated  force  structure  dni^ 
ing  and  at  the  end  of  esdi  such  perioa  for  each  military  depart¬ 
ment  (with  specifications  of  the  nTorher  and  type  of  unit*  in 
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the  active  and  reserve  forces  of  each  such  departmeot),  and  (ii) 
of  the  units  that  will  need  to  be  forward  Msed  (with  a  jus- 
tiScation  thereoO  during  and  at  the  end  of  each  such  period; 
and 

(C)  a  desoiption  of  the  anticipated  implementation  of  such 
force>structure  plan. 

(3)  The  Secretary  shall  also  tnnsonit  a  copy  of  each  stub  force- 
structure  plan  to  the  Commission. 

(b)  Selection  Criteria.— (1)  The  Secretary  shall,  by  no  later 
than  December  31,  1990.  publish  in  the  Federal  Register  and  trans- 
mit  to  the  congressional  defense  committees  the  criteria  proposed 
to  be  used  ^  the  Department  of  Defense  in  making  rec¬ 
ommendations  tor  the  closure  or  realignment  of  military  installa¬ 
tions  inside  the  United  States  under  tms  part  The  Secretary  shall 
provide  an  opportunity  for  public  comment  on  the  proposed  criteria 
for  a  period  of  at  least  30  days  and  shall  include  notice  of  that  op¬ 
portunity  in  the  publication  required  under  the  preceding  sentence. 

(2XA)  The  Secretary  sh^  oy  no  later  them  Tebruary  IS,  1991, 
publish  in  the  Federal  RegistCT  and  transmit  to  the  eon|mssional 
aefense  committees  the  fiiul  criteria  to  be  used  in  mak^  rec- 
ommendatioru  for  the  closure  or  realignment  of  military  instalia- 
tioru  inside  the  United  States  under  this  part.  Except  as  provided 
in  subparagraph  (B),  such  criteria  shall  be  the  final  criteria  to  be 
used,  along  with  the  force-structure  plan  referred  to  in  subsection 
(a),  in  making  such  recommendations  unless  disapproved  by  a  joint 
resolution  of  ^ingress  enacted  on  or  before  March  16,  1991. 

(B)  The  Secretary  amend  such  criteria,  but  such  amend¬ 
ments  may  not  become  effective  until  they  have  been  published  in 
the  Fedend  Register,  opened  to  public  comment  for  st  least  30 
days,  and  then  transmitted  to  the  congressiona]  defense  commit¬ 
tees  in  final  form  by  no  later  than  January  15  of  the  year  con¬ 
cerned.  Such  amendM  criteria  shall  be  the  fi^  criteria  to  be  used, 
along  with  the  force-structure  plan  referred  to  in  subsection  (a),  in 
making  such  recommendations  unless  disMproved  by  a  joint  reso¬ 
lution  of  Congress  enacted  on  or  before  Feoniary  15  of  the  year 
concerned. 

(c)  DOD  REC0MMX34DAT10NS. — (1)  The  Secretary  may,  by  no 
later  than  April  15,  1991,  March  15,  1993,  and  March  15,  1995, 

Sublish  in  the  Federal  Register  and  transmit  to  the  congressional 
efense  committees  and  to  the  Commission  a  list  of  the  nulitary  in¬ 
stallations  innds  the  United  States  that  the  Secretary  recommends 
for  closure  or  realignment  on  the  basis  of  the  force-structure  plan 
and  the  final  criteria  referred  to  in  subsection  (bX2)  that  are  appli¬ 
cable  to  the  year  ooncemed. 

(2)  The  Secretary  shall  include,  with  the  list  of  rec¬ 
ommendations  published  and  transmitted  pursuant  to  paragraph 
(11,  a  ■iimmary  of  the  selection  process  that  resulted  in  the  rec¬ 
ommendation  for  each  installation,  including  a  justification  for  each 
recommendation. 

(3)  In  conridering  military  installations  for  closure  or  realign¬ 
ment.  the  Secretary  shall  consider  all  military  installations  inside 
the  United  States  ^ually  without  regard  to  whether  the  installa¬ 
tion  has  been  previously  considered  or  proposed  for  closure  or  re¬ 
alignment  by  the  Department. 
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(4)  In  nddition  to  tankini^  all  ixxformation  uaod  hf  the  Secretary 
to  prepare  the  reoommeadattenc  under  tfaia  luheectaon  available  to 
Congrm  (including  any  comaoittee  or  member  of  Congreei),  the 
Secretary  shall  also  make  such  informatioo  available  to  the  Com¬ 
mission  and  the  Comptroller  Oeneral  of  the  United  States. 

(5XA)  Each  person  referred  to  in  subparagraph  (B),  v^en  sub¬ 
mitting  information  to  the  Secretary  of  Dmense  or  the  Commission 
concerning  the  closure  or  realignment  of  a  military  installation, 
shall  oertiiy  that  such  information  is  accurate  and  complete  to  the 
beet  of  that  person’t  kn'^ledge  and  behef. 

(B)  Subparagraph  (A)  applies  to  the  Allowing  persons: 

(i)  The  Secretaries  a  the  mihtaiy  departeents. 

(ii)  The  beads  of  the  Defense  Agenaae. 

(tii)  Eeeh  peraon  who  is  in  a  position  the  duties  of  which 
include  personal  and  substantial  involvement  in  the  prepara¬ 
tion  and  submiasion  of  information  and  recommendations  con- 
eeming  the  dosure  or  reaHenment  of  military  installations,  as 
designated  in  regulations  which  the  Secrets^  of  Defense  shall 
pr««crtt>e,  regulations  which  the  Seerataiy  of  eadi  military  de¬ 
partment  shall  preacnbe  for  personnel  within  that  mihtaiy  de¬ 
partment,  or  relations  which  the  head  of  each  Defense  Agen- 
ey  shall  prescribe  for  ppsonnel  within  that  Defense  Agency. 

(6)  In  the  eeee  of  any  infennaticm  provided  to  the  Cenunission 
by  a  p^’^Kto  described  in  paragraph  (SXB),  the  Commiasiac  shall 
submit  wast  information  to  the  senate  mod  the  Bouse  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  to  be  made  available  to  the  Members  of  the  House  con¬ 
cerned  in  aeoordanee  with  the  rules  of  that  Bouse.  The  information 
shall  be  submitted  to  the  Senate  and  the  Honae  of  Representatives 
within  24  hours  after  the  submissioo  of  the  information  to  the 
Commission.  The  Seeretaxy  of  Defense  shall  prsscribe  regulations 
to  ensure  the  compliance  of  the  Commission  with  this  paragraph, 
(d)  Review  and  Rbooiocendations  sr  the  CoMmaaioK.— (1) 


After  receiving  the  reecnnmcndations  from  the  Seowtary  pimuant 
to  subsection  (e)  for  any  year,  the  Commission  shall  conduct  public 
hearings  on  the  reoommendstionB. 

(2XA}  The  Commiesion  shall,  by  no  later  than  July  1  of  each 
year  in  which  the  Secretary  transmits  recommendations  to  it  pw- 
suant  to  subsection  (c),  transmit  to  the  President  a  report  contain¬ 
ing  the  Commiasiem's  findings  and  eondusions  based  on  a  review 
and  anal^rsii  of  the  recommendations  made  by  the  Secretary,  to¬ 
gether  with  the  Commission’s  recommendations  for  dosures  and 
realignments  of  militaiy  installations  inside  the  United  States. 

Subgact  to  subparagraph  (C),  in  making  its  ree- 
ommendations,  the  Commission  may  make  changes  in  any  of  the 
recommendations  nude  by  the  Seoatary  if  the  (Commission  deter¬ 
mines  that  the  Secretary  deviatad  aubstantially  from  the  force- 
structure  plan  and  final  eritexia  referred  to  in  suheection  (cXl)  in 
making  recommendations. 

(C)  In  the  case  of  a  diange  deecribed  in  subparagraph  (D)  in 
the  recommendations  made  ^  the  Secretary,  the  Commitaion  may 
make  the  chai^  only  if  the  Commission^ 

(i)  mikes  the  determination  required  ^  subparagraph  (6); 

(ii)  determines  that  the  change  u  conaistent  with  the  force- 
structure  plan  and  final  criteha  lefeiied  to  in  suheection  (cXD; 
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(iii)  publishes  s  notice  of  the  proposed  change  in  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Re^ster  not  less  than  SO  days  before  transmitting  its  rec- 
ogimenaationB  to  the  President  pursuant  to  paragraph  (2);  and 

(iv)  conducts  pubbc  hearings  on  Oie  profMsed  change. 

(D)  Subparagraph  (C)  shall  npply  to  a  cnaxige  by  the  Commis¬ 
sion  in  the  oecretary’s  recommendations  that  would — 

(i)  add  a  mihlary  installauon  to  the  hst  of  military  instal¬ 
lations  recommended  by  the  Secretary  for  dosure; 

(ii)  add  a  mUitao*  installation  to  the  list  of  military  instal¬ 
lations  recommended  by  the  Secretary  for  reahgnment;  or 

(iii)  increase  the  extent  of  a  reahgnment  of  a  particular 
mihtary  installation  recommended  by  the  Secretary. 

(3)  The  Commission  shall  explain  a^  justify  in  its  report  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  President  pursuant  to  paragraph  (2)  any  rec¬ 
ommendation  made  by  the  Cominiasion  tnat  is  different  from  the 
recommendations  made  by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  subsection  (c). 
The  Commission  shall  transmit  a  copy  of  such  report  to  the  con¬ 
gressional  defense  committees  on  the  same  date  on  which  it  trans¬ 
mits  its  recom-nendations  to  the  President  under  paragnpb  (2). 

(4)  After  July  1  of  each  year  in  which  the  CommissioD  trans¬ 
mits  recommendations  to  the  President  under  this  subsection,  the 
Commission  shall  promptly  provide,  upon  ^usa^  to  any  Member 
of  Congress  information  used  the  Commiasion  in  making  its  rec¬ 
ommendations. 

(6)  The  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States  shalL— 

(A)  assist  the  Commiasiou,  to  the  extent  requested,  in  the 
Commission'e  review  and  analysis  of  the  recommendations 
made  by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  subsection  (c);  and 

(B)  by  no  later  than  Aqnil  IS  of  each  year  in  whidi  the  Sec¬ 
retary  makes  such  recommeirdations,  transmit  to  the  Congress 
and  to  the  Commission  a  report  containing  a  detail^  analysis 
of  the  Secretary’s  recommenaations  and  smection  process. 

(e)  Review  by  the  President.— (1)  The  Prendent  shall,  by  no 
later  than  July  15  of  each  year  in  which  the  Commission  makes 
recommendations  under  subsection  (d),  transmit  to  the  Commission 
and  to  the  Congress  s  report  containing  the  President’s  approval  or 
disapproval  of  the  Commission’t  recommendatioiu. 

(2)  If  the  President  approves  all  the  recommendations  of  the 
Commission,  the  President  shall  transmit  a  copy  of  such  rec¬ 
ommendations  to  the  Congress,  together  with  a  certiScation  of  such 
approval. 

(3)  If  the  President  disapproves  the  recommendations  of  the 
Commission,  in  whole  or  in  part,  the  President  shall  transmit  to 
the  Commission  and  the  Congress  the  reasons  for  that  disapproval. 
The  Commission  shall  then  transmit  to  the  President,  ^  no  later 
than  August  16  of  the  year  concerned,  a  revised  bst  of  rec¬ 
ommendations  for  the  closure  and  reaUgnment  of  military  installa¬ 
tions. 

(4)  If  the  President  approves  all  of  the  revised  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Commission  transmitted  to  the  President 
under  paragraph  (3),  the  President  shall  transmit  a  copy  of  such 
revised  recommendations  to  the  Congress,  together  with  a  cer¬ 
tification  of  such  approval. 
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(fj)  If  tlie  President  does  not  transmit  to  the  Congress  an  ap¬ 
proval  and  certification  described  in  paragraph  (2)  or  (4)  by  Sep¬ 
tember  1  of  any  year  in  which  the  Commission  has  tranamitt^  rec¬ 
ommendations  to  the  President  under  this  part,  the  process  hy 
which  military  installations  may  be  aelected  for  dosxire  or  realign¬ 
ment  under  this  part  with  respect  to  tliat  year  shall  be  terminatM. 

SEC.  2604.  CLOSUHE  AND  HEAUCa^MENT  OF  MILITARy  mSTALLA- 
TiONS 

(a)  In  General. — Subject  to  subsection  (h),  the  Secretary 
ehall — 

(1)  dose  all  military  installations  recomn-ended  for  dosure 
by  the  Commission  in  each  report  transmitted  to  the  Congress 
by  the  President  pursuant  to  section  2903(e); 

(2)  realign  all  military  installations  recommendwi  for  re¬ 
alignment  by  such  Commission  in  each  such  report; 

(3)  initiate  all  suck  dosiu^s  and  reahgninents  no  later 
than  two  years  after  the  date  on  which  the  President  trsnsmits 
a  report  to  the  Congress  pursuant  to  section  2903(e)  containing 
the  recommendations  for  such  dosures  or  realignments;  and 

(4)  complete  all  such  dosures  and  realignments  no  later 
than  the  end  of  the  six-year  p^od  beginning  on  the  date  on 
which  the  President  transmits  the  report  pursuant  to  section 
2903(e)  containing  the  recommendations  for  such  dosures  or 
realignments. 

(b)  (JONGRESSIONAL  DISAPPROVAL.— (1)  The  Secretary  may  not 
carry  out  any  dosure  or  realignment  recommended  by  the  Commis¬ 
sion  in  a  rep^  transmitted  from  the  President  pursuant  to  section 
2903(e)  if  a  joint  resolution  is  enacted,  in  accoroance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  2908,  disapproving  such  recommendations  of  the 
Commission  before  the  earlier  of— 

(A)  the  end  of  the  45-day  period  beginning  on  the  date  on 
which  the  President  trsnsmita  such  report;  or 

(B)  the  adjournment  of  Congress  sine  die  for  the  session 
during  which  such  report  is  transmitted. 

(2)  For  purposes  of  pp-agraph  (1)  of  this  sribsection  end  sub- 
sections  (a)  and  (c)  of  section  2908,  the  days  on  which  either  House 
of  Congress  is  not  in  session  because  of  an  adjournment  of  more 
than  three  days  to  a  day  certain  shall  be  excluded  in  the  com¬ 
putation  of  a  period. 

SEC.  2905.  IMPLEMENTATION 

(a)  li;  Genepal. — (1)  In  closing  or  realigning  any  militaiy  in¬ 
stallation  under  this  part,  the  Secretary  may — 

(A)  take  such  actions  as  may  be  necessary  to  close  or  re- 
aliro  any  military  installation,  including  the  acquisition  of 
ruw  land,  the  constructioD  of  sudi  replacement  facilities,  the 
performance  of  such  activities,  and  the  conduct  of  such  advance 
planning  and  dejign  as  may  be  required  to  transfer  functions 
rrom  a  military  installation  being  closed  or  realigned  to  an¬ 
other  military  installation,  and  may  use  for  such  purpose  funds 
in  the  Account  or  fimds  appronhatra  to  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense  for  use  in  planning  and  design,  minor  construction,  or  op¬ 
eration  and  maintenance; 

(B)  provide — 
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(i)  economic  a^ustment  assistanoe  to  any  commiinity 
located  near  a  military  inatallation  bemg  dosed  or  re- 
abgned,  and 

(ii)  community  planning  asnstance  to  any  community 
located  near  miUtary  installation  to  which  Actions 

be  transferred  as  a  rnmlt  of  the  closure  or  realignment  of 
a  military  installation, 

if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines  that  the  financial  re¬ 
sources  available  to  the  community  (by  grant  or  otherwise)  for 
such  purposes  are  inadequate,  and  may  use  for  such  purposes 
funds  in  the  Account  or  ^ds  appropriated  to  the  Department 
of  Defense  for  economic  adjustment  assistanoe  or  community 
planning  assistance; 

(C)  carry  out  actiTitieii  for  Uie  purposes  of  environmental 
restoration  and  mitigation  at  any  such  installation,  and  shall 
use  for  such  purposes  funds  in  the  Account; 

(D)  provide  outplacement  assistance  to  civilian  employees 
employed  by  the  Department  of  Defense  at  military  inst^la- 
tions  being  closed  or  realigned,  and  may  use  for  sui^  purpose 
funds  in  the  Account  or  funds  appropriated  to  the  Department 
of  Defense  for  outplacement  assistance  to  employees;  and 

(E)  reimburse  other  Federal  agendes  for  actions  performed 
at  the  ^uest  of  the  Secretary  with  respect  to  any  stiw  cloture 
or  realignment,  and  may  use  for  such  purpose  funds  in  the  Ac¬ 
count  or  funds  appropriated  to  the  Department  of  Defense  and 
available  for  such  purpose. 

(2)  In  carrying  out  any  closure  or  realignment  under  thia  part, 
the  Secretary  ah^  enaure  that  environmental  restoration  of  any 
property  made  excess  to  the  needs  of  the  Department  of  Defense 
as  a  re^t  of  such  closure  or  reabgruneni  be  carried  out  as  soon 
as  possible  with  funds  available  for  such  purpose. 

(b)  Management  and  Dis.‘’Oi..M,  of  PiioPERTy.— <l)  The  Admin¬ 
istrator  of  General  Services  shall  delecate  to  the  Sectary  of  De¬ 
fense,  with  respect  to  excess  and  surplus  real  property  and  Poli¬ 
ties  located  at  a  military  installatioD  dosed  or  realigned  under  this 
part— 


(A)  the  authority  of  the  Administrator  to  utilise  excess 
property  under  section  202  of  the  Federal  Property  and  Admin¬ 
istrative  Services  Act  of  1949  (40  U.S.C.  483); 

(B)  the  authority  of  the  Administrator  to  dispose  of  surplus 
property  under  section  203  of  that  Act  (40  UE.C.  481); 

(C)  the  authority  of  the  Administrator  to  grant  approvals 
and  make  determinations  under  section  13(g)  of  the  Surplus 
Property  Act  of  1944  (50  U.S.C.  App.  1622(g));  and 

(D)  the  authority  of  the  Adxnimstrator  to  determine  the 
availabihty  of  excess  or  surplus  real  property  for  wildliie  con¬ 
servation  purposes  in  aecoremnee  with  the  Act  of  May  19,  1948 
(16  U.S.C.  667b). 


(2XA)  Subject  to  subparanaph  (C),  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
shall  exerdue  the  authority  delegated  to  the  Secretary  pursuant  to 
paragraph  (1)  in  accordance  witl^ 

(i)  all  regulations  in  efiect  on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  Act  governing  the  utilizatioo  of  excess  property  and  the 
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ditpotal  of  property  onder  the  Fedeiml  Property  and 

AdsuoietrativeServieee  Act  of  1949;  and 

(it)  aU  refulatione  in  cffoct  on  the  date  of  the  enactment 
( '  thie  Act  foveming  the  oonvayanoe  and  diipoaal  of  property 
under  aectioo  18(g)  of  the  Soiplaa  Property  Act  of  1944  (60 
U£.C.  Anp.  lG22(g)). 

(B)  The  Secretary,  after  conanltiitg  with  the  Adminiftrator  of 
Getter^  Servieee,  may  ieeoe  regulations  that  are  necessary  to  carry 
oat  the  delegation  of  authority  required  by  parenaph  (1). 

(C)  The  authority  required  to  be  delegated  W  paragraph  (1)  to 
the  SeereUry  by  the  Administrator  of  (Seneral  Services  shall  not 
include  the  authority  to  prescribe  general  policies  and  methods  for 
ubliring  iretM  property  and  dispoeiog  of  surplus  property. 

(D)  The  Semtmty  of  Defense  may  transfer  reial  propoty  or  fa* 
dhties  located  at  a  militaiy  installation  to  be  closed  or  realigned 
under  this  part,  with  or  without  rcimburseaent,  to  a  militi^  de¬ 
partment  or  other  entity  (induding  a  nonappropriated  fund  instru¬ 
mentality)  within  the  Deparbnent  ef  Defense  or  the  Coast  Guard. 

(E)  Before  any  action  may  be  taken  with  respect  to  the  dispo^ 
of  any  eurplos  real  piopeily  or  facility  located  at  any  military  in¬ 
stallation  to  be  dosM  or  realigned  under  this  pert,  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  shall  eonault  with  the  Govcnror  of  the  State  and  the 
heads  of  the  local  governments  concerned  for  the  purpoee  of  consid¬ 
ering  any  plan  for  the  rue  of  such  piopei-ty  by  the  low  community 
eonoemed. 

(e)  AppucABiLmr  or  National  ENvxRommnAL  Poucv  Act 
OF  19^.— (1)  The  pTEmsions  of  the  National  Enviroomental  Policy 
Act  of  1969  (42  U.8.C.  4321  et  seq.)  shall  not  apply  to  the  actions 
of  the  President,  the  Commission,  and,  cseept  as  provided  in  para¬ 
graph  (2),  the  Diriment  of  Defense  in  cerry^  out  this  part. 

(2XA)  The  provisions  of  the  National  Environmental  Pobey  Act 
of  1969  shall  apply  to  actions  of  the  Department  of  Defense  under 
this  pert  (i)  during  the  process  of  property  dispo^,  and  (ii)  during 
the  proceu  of  rdocating  functions  from  a  mihtary  installation 
being  closed  or  realigned  to  another  military  installation  after  the 
receiving  installation  has  been  selected  but  before  the  functions  are 
relocated. 

(B)  In  appl3ring  the  provisions  of  the  National  Environmental 
Polity  Act  of  i9W  to  the  proeeases  referred  to  in  subparagraph  (A), 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Secretary  of  the  oo^taiy  oepart- 
menta  concerned  shall  not  have  to  eonaider— ■ 

(i)  the  need  for  docing  or  realigning  the  military  installa¬ 
tion  which  has  been  recommended  for  dosure  or  realignment 
by  the  Commisaion; 

(h)  the  need  for  transferring  functions  to  any  miUtary  in- 
stskllation  wUeh  has  oaen  sdoctM  as  the  receiving  installation; 
or 

(iii)  military  installations  alternative  to  thoee  rec¬ 
ommended  or  selected. 

(3)  A  dvil  action  for  judidal  review,  with  respect  to  any  re¬ 
quirement  of  the  National  Enviroomental  Polity  Act  of  1969  to  the 
extent  sudi  Act  is  applicable  under  peragrapo  (2),  of  any  act  or 
failure  to  act  by  the  Department  of  Dtfense  duriitf  the  dodng,  re¬ 
aligning,  or  relocating  of  functions  referred  to  in  clauses  (i)  and  (ii) 
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of  paragraph  (2XA),  may  not  be  brought  more  than  60  days  after 
the  date  of  such  act  or  figure  to  act. 

(d)  Waiver.— The  Secretary  of  Defenae  may  close  or  realign 
military  installations  under  this  part  without  regard  to— 

(1)  any  pnmsion  of  law  restricti^  tlw  use  of  funds  for 
dosing  or  realigning  military  installations  induded  in  any  ap* 
propriatioos  or  authorization  Act;  and 

(2)  sections  2662  and  2687  of  title  10,  United  States  Code. 
BEC.  seoe.  ACCOUNT 

(a)  In  General.— <1)  l^ere  is  here^  established  on  the  books 
of  the  Treasury  an  account  to  be  knows  as  the  ‘Department  of  De¬ 
fense  Base  Clostire  Account  lOfK)”  which  shall  be  administered  by 
the  Secretary  as  a  single  account. 

(2)  There  shall  be  deposited  into  the  Account — 

(A)  funds  authorized  for  and  appropriated  to  the  Account; 

(B)  any  funds  that  the  Secretaiy  may.  subiect  to  approval 
in  an  appropriation  Act,  transfer  to  the  Aimunt  Bom  funds  ap¬ 
propriate  to  the  Department  of  Defense  for  any  purpose,  ex¬ 
cept  that  such  funds  may  be  transferred  only  afln  the  date  on 
which  the  Secretary  transmits  written  notice  of,  and  jus¬ 
tification  for,  such  transfer  to  the  congressional  d^ense  com¬ 
mittees;  and 

(C)  except  as  provided  in  subsection  (d),  proceeds  received 
from  the  transfer  or  disposal  of  any  property  at  a  miUtary  in¬ 
stallation  closed  or  realised  under  this  part. 

(b)  Use  op  Funds.— <1)  The  Seeretsry  may  use  the  funds  in  the 
Account  only  for  the  purposes  described  in  section  2905(a). 

(2)  When  a  decision  is  made  to  use  funds  in  the  Account  to 
carry  out  s  construction  prcrject  imder  section  2905<a)  and  the  cost 
of  the  project  will  exceed  the  maximum  amount  authorized  by  law 
for  a  minor  military  construction  prpject,  the  Secretaiv  shall  notify 
in  writing  the  congressional  defenae  committees  of  the  nature  of, 
and  justification  for,  the  project  and  the  amount  of  expenditures  for 
such  project.  Any  such  construction  project  may  be  carried  out 
without  regard  to  section  2802(a)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code. 

(c)  Reports.— <1)  No  later  than  60  days  after  the  end  of  each 
fiscsd  year  in  which  the  Secrets^  carries  out  activities  under  this 
part,  Secretary  ihall  tranamit  a  report  to  the  congressional  de¬ 
fense  committees  of  the  amount  sumI  nature  of  the  aeposits  into, 
and  the  expenditures  from,  the  Acoovmt  during  such  fiscal  year  and 
of  the  amount  and  nature  of  other  expenditures  made  pursuant  to 
section  2905(a)  during  such  fiscal  year. 

(2)  Unobligated  funds  which  remain  in  the  Account  after  the 
termination  of  the  Commitaion  shall  be  held  in  the  Account  until 
transferred  ly  after  the  congressional  defense  committees  re¬ 
ceive  the  report  transmitted  under  paragraph  (3). 

(3)  No  Later  than  60  days  after  the  termination  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion,  the  Secretary  shall  transmit  to  the  congressional  defense  com¬ 
mittees  a  report  containing  im  accounting  of— 

(A)  all  the  funds  deposited  into  and  expended  firom  the  Ac¬ 
count  m  otherwise  expended  under  this  part;  and 

(B)  any  amount  remaining  in  the  Account 
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(d)  Dispobal  or  Transfcr  of  CoMumaART  Stores  and  Prop- 

CK1Y  Purchased  Wna  Nonappropruitd  Funds  — <1)  If  uty  real 
property  or  fsdbty  acquired,  conitructad,  or  improved  (in  whole  or 
in  part)  with  oomimaaary  stcre  funds  or  nonapprophatad  funds  is  , 
transfeiTed  or  disposed  of  in  eonneetion  with  the  doeure  or  reaH^ 
ment  of  a  military  under  this  part,  a  portion  of  the  pro¬ 

ceeds  of  the  transfer  or  other  disposal  of  property  on  that  installa¬ 
tion  shaD  be  deposited  in  the  reserve  aoeount  establiahed  under 
section  204(bXA)(C)  of  the  Defense  Authoiisation  Amendments  and 
Base  Closure  and  Realignment  Act  (10  UB.C.  2687  note). 

(2)  Tlte  amount  so  deposited  shall  be  equal  to  the  depreciated 
value  of  tltt  investment  i^e  with  sudt  Rands  in  the  acquisition, 
construction,  or  improvement  of  that  particular  real  property  or  fa¬ 
cility.  ^le  depreciatsd  value  of  the  investnaent  shall  be  computed 
in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense. 

(3)  Tile  Seereteiy  may  nee  amounts  in  the  account  (in  audi  an 
aggregate  amount  as  is  provided  in  advance  in  appropriation  Acta) 
for  the  pm  pose  of  acquiring,  constructing,  end  improving— 

(A)  eommissary  storee;  end 

(B)  reel  property  end  fodHtiet  far  nonapproprieted  fund 
instrumentabties. 

(4)  As  used  in  this  subsection; 

(A)  The  term  ‘‘ccmnrisssnr  store  funds*  moans  funds  re¬ 
ceived  from  the  adjustment  of  or  snrcheife  on,  sdling  prices 
St  commissary  stores  fried  nndsr  sectioti  2885  of  title  10,  Unit¬ 
ed  States  Code. 

(6)  The  term  "nonapproprieted  funds*  means  funds  re¬ 
ceived  from  a  runappropnated  fund  instrumentality. 

(C)  Tlie  term  "nonapproprieted  fond  instrumentaUty" 
means  an  inatrumantality  of  the  United  Stetee  under  the  juris¬ 
diction  of  the  Armed  Foroea  (induding  the  Army  and  Air  Force 
Ezchenn  Service,  the  Navy  Resale  end  Services  Simport  Of¬ 
fice,  end  the  Msiine  Corpa  exchanges)  whidi  is  conducted  for 
the  comfort,  pleasure,  contentment,  or  physical  or  mental  im¬ 
provement  of  mcmben  of  the  Armed  Forces. 

(e)  Account  Excumvi  Source  or  Funds  for  Environ¬ 
mental  Restoration  Projects.— Except  for  funds  deposited  into 
the  Account  under  aubaection  (e),  funds  appropriated  to  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense  may  not  be  need  for  purposes  dasoribed  in  aec- 
tion  2905(eXlXC).  The  probibitaon  in  thu  snbsectioD  sbell  expire 
upon  the  tennination  of  the  authority  of  the  Secretazy  to  carry  out 
a  dosure  or  realignment  under  thia  part. 

■BC.ieo7.upoKri 

As  part  of  the  budget  reoueat  ter  fiacel  year  1993  and  for  each 
fiaeal  year  thereafter  for  the  Department  of  Defense,  the  Seeretary 
ehall  transmit  to  the  congmsaionsl  defonie  committees  of 
Congress— 

(1)  a  schedule  of  the  cloture  end  realignment  actions  to  be 
carried  out  under  this  part  in  the  fiscal  year  for  whidi  the  re¬ 
quest  is  made  end  an  estimate  of  the  total  expenditures  re¬ 
quired  and  cost  savings  to  be  achieved  by  eedi  such  dosure 
and  reabgnment  and  m  the  time  period  in  whidi  these  savings 
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•re  to  be  achieved  in  each  cace,  tMether  with  the  Secretary’s 
assessment  of  the  environmental  enects  of  such  actions;  and 

(2)  a  description  of  the  military  installations,  including 
those  under  construction  and  those  planned  for  construction,  to 
whi^  functions  are  to  be  transferm  as  a  result  of  such  clo> 
sures  and  realignments,  together  with  the  Secretary’s  assess¬ 
ment  of  the  environmental  raects  of  such  transfers. 

SEC  SSOS.  CONGBESSIONAL  CONSIDEBATION  OK  COMMISSION  BE- 
POKT 

(a)  Terms  of  the  Resolution. — For  purpoKs  of  section 
2904(b),  the  term  ‘joint  resolution*’  means  only  a  joint  resolution 
which  is  introduced  within  the  lO-day  period  beginning  on  the  date 
on  which  the  President  tranrmits  the  report  to  the  Congress  under 
section  2903(e),  and — 

(1)  whidi  does  not  have  a  preamble; 

(2)  the  matter  after  the  resolving  clause  of  which  is  as  fol¬ 
lows:  'That  Congress  disappro^  the  recommendations  of  the 
Defense  Base  Closure  and  Realignment  Commission  as  submit¬ 
ted  by  the  President  on  -  —  ”,  the  blank  space  being  filled  in 
with  the  appnniriate  date;  and 

(3)  the  title  of  which  is  as  follows;  “Joint  resolution  dis¬ 
approving  the  recommendations  of  the  Defense  Base  Closure 
and  Reahgnment  Commission.**. 

(b)  Referraju— A  resolution  described  in  subsection  (a)  that  is 
introduced  in  the  House  of  Representatives  shall  be  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services  of  the  House  of  Representatives.  A 
resolution  described  in  subsection  (a)  introduced  in  the  Senate 
shall  be  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate. 

(c)  Dzscharcs.— If  the  enmmittee  to  whidb  a  resolution  de¬ 
scribed  in  subsection  (a)  is  referred  has  not  reported  such  resolu¬ 
tion  (or  an  identical  resolution)  by  the  end  of  the  20-day  period  be¬ 
ginning  on  the  date  on  whicli  the  President  transmits  ue  report 
to  the  Congress  under  sectior,  2903(e),  such  committee  shall  be,  at 
the  end  of  such  period,  disc'narg^  fiwm  fwther  consideration  of 
such  resolution,  and  su^  resolution  shaU  be  placed  on  the  appro¬ 
priate  calendar  of  the  House  involved. 

(d)  CONSIDBlATTON.— <1)  On  OT  after  the  third  day  after  the 
date  on  which  the  committee  to  which  such  a  resolution  is  referred 
has  reported,  or  has  been  discharged  (under  subsection  (c))  from 
further  consideration  ofi  sudi  a  resolution,  it  is  in  order  (even 
though  a  inrevious  motion  to  the  same  effect  has  been  disagreed  to) 
for  any  Member  of  the  respective  Bouse  to  move  to  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  the  resolution.  A  Member  may  make  the  motion 
only  on  the  day  after  the  calendar  day  on  which  the  Member  an¬ 
nounces  to  the  House  concerned  the  Member’s  intention  to  make 
the  motion,  except  that,  in  the  case  of  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives.  the  motion  may  be  made  without  such  prior  an¬ 
nouncement  if  the  motion  is  made  by  direction  of  the  committee  to 
which  the  resolution  was  referred.  All  points  of  order  against  the 
resolution  (and  against  consideration  of  the  resolution)  are  waived. 
The  motion  is  lughly  privileged  in  the  House  of  Representatives 
and  is  privileg«l  in  the  Senate  and  is  not  debatable.  The  motion 
is  not  subject  to  amendment,  or  to  a  motion  to  postpone,  or  to  a 
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motioD  to  pfocood  to  the  eoncideration  of  other  bueinett.  A  motion 
to  reconnaer  the  rote  by  which  the  motioD  is  agreed  to  or  die* 
agreed  to  ahall  not  be  in  order.  I'a  motion  to  proceed  to  the  ooncid- 
eratien  of  the  reeolntion  ie  agreed  to,  the  respective  Hooae  ehall 
immediately  proceed  to  conaideratiao  the  joint  reaolntion  withoot 
intervening  motion,  cnder,  or  other  bnainese,  and  the  reeolution 
shall  remain  the  unfinished  buaineM  of  the  respective  House  until 
disposed  of. 

(2)  Debate  on  the  resolution,  and  on  all  debatable  motions  and 
appe^e  in  oonoectian  therewith,  shall  be  limited  to  not  more  than 
2  bonrt,  vHiidh  shaD  be  divided  equally  between  thoee  favoring  and 
those  oppoaiiig  the  resolution.  An  amendment  to  the  resolution  is 
not  in  oraer.  A  motion  further  to  limit  debate  is  in  order  and  not 
debatable.  A  motion  to  postpone,  or  a  motion  to  proceed  to  the  con* 
sideration  of  other  business,  or  a  motion  to  recommit  the  resolution 
is  not  in  order.  A  motion  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  resolu* 
tion  is  agreed  to  or  disagre^  to  is  not  in  order. 

(3)  Immediately  following  the  condusion  of  the  debate  on  a  res¬ 
olution  described  in  subsection  (a)  and  a  single  quorum  call  at  the 
conclusion  of  the  debate  if  requested  in  acoonla^  with  the  rules 
of  the  appropriate  House,  the  vote  m  final  passage  of  the  resolu¬ 
tion  ahall  occur  . 

(4)  Appeals  from  the  decisions  of  the  Chair  relating  to  the  ap¬ 
plication  or  the  rules  of  the  Senate  or  the  House  ot  Repmsentatives, 
as  the  case  may  be,  to  the  nrooedore  relating  to  a  resolution  de¬ 
scribed  in  snbeection  (a)  shall  be  decided  without  debete. 

(e)  CoNBiDBitATiON  BY  OlHER  HouBE.MD  It  before  the  paa- 
sage  by  one  Honae  of  a  resolution  of  that  House  described  in  sub- 
•ection  (a),  that  House  receives  from  the  other  House  s  resolution 
described  in  subsection  (a),  then  the  following  procedures  shall 
apply 

(A)  The  reeolution  of  the  other  House  shall  not  be  leferred 
to  s  oommittee  and  may  not  be  considered  an  the  House  receiv¬ 
ing  it  eioept  in  the  case  of  final  passage  as  provided  in  sub- 
parajmpb  (BXii). 

(o)  With  reti^  to  a  raabintion  described  in  subsection  (a) 
of  the  House  receiring  the  reeolutiotk— 

(i)  the  procedure  in  that  Bouse  ehall  be  the  same  as 
if  no  resolution  had  been  received  frum  the  other  House; 
but 

(h)  the  vote  on  final  paacage  shaD  be  on  the  reeolution 
of  the  other  House. 

(2)  Upon  disposition  of  the  reeolntion  received  from  the  other 
House,  it  shall  no  longM  be  in  order  to  consider  the  resolution  that 
originated  in  the  receiving  House. 

(f)  Rules  or  the  Sc^tb  and  HouaB.^Tliis  section  is  enacted 
by  Congress 

(1)  as  an  exereiae  of  the  rulemaking  power  of  the  Senate 
and  House  of  Represantativaa,  respeetiv^y,  and  as  sudi  it  is 
deemed  a  part  of  the  nilee  of  eadi  Bouse,  respectivdy,  but  ap¬ 
plicable  omy  with  respect  to  the  procedure  to  be  foUowed  in 
that  House  in  the  case  of  a  resolution  described  in  subsection 
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(a),  and  it  tuperaedea  other  rule*  only  to  the  extent  that  it  is 
inconaiatent  with  such  rules;  and 

(2)  with  full  recognition  of  the  constitutional  right  of  either 
House  to  change  the  rules  (so  far  as  relating  to  the  procedure 
of  that  House)  at  any  time,  in  the  same  manner,  and  to  the 
same  extent  as  in  the  ease  of  any  other  rule  of  that  House. 

8BC.  SSOe.  BBSTBlCnON  ON  OTBZE  BASE  CLOSURE  AUTBOBmr 

(a)  In  General.*— Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (e),  during 
the  period  ^ginning  on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act  and 
ending  on  December  31,  1995,  tlus  part  shall  be  the  exclusive  au- 
thuritv  for  selecting  for  closure  or  realignment,  or  for  carrying  out 
any  closure  or  rMlignment  of,  a  military  installatioD  inside  the 
United  States. 

(b)  RESTRIcnoN.*— Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (c),  none  of 
the  funds  available  to  the  Depar^ent  of  Defense  may  be  used, 
other  than  under  this  part,  during  the  period  specified  in  sub¬ 
section  (a>— 

(1)  to  identify,  through  any  transmittal  to  the  Congress  or 
through  any  other  ptiblic  announcement  cr  notification,  any 
military  installation  inside  the  United  Stat/fs  as  an  installation 
to  be  dosed  or  realigned  or  as  an  installf.tion  under  consider¬ 
ation  for  dosure  or  realignment;  or 

(2)  to  car^  out  any  dosure  or  realignment  of  a  military  in¬ 
stallation  mside  the  United  States. 

(c)  Exception.— 'Nothing  in  this  part  affects  the  authority  of 
the  Secretary  to  carry  out— 

(1)  dosures  and  realignments  under  title  11  of  Public  Law 
100-526;  and 

(2)  dosures  and  realignments  to  which  section  2687  of  title 
10,  United  States  Code,  is  not  sppUcable,  induxiing  dosures 
and  realigrunents  carried  out  for  reasons  of  national  security  or 
a  military  emergency  referred  to  in  subsection  (c)  of  such  sec¬ 
tion. 

SEC,  ssia  DEFlhrnONS 
As  used  in  this  part; 

(1)  The  term  “Account”  means  the  Department  of  Defense 
Base  Closure  Account  1990  established  by  section  290€(aXl). 

(2)  The  term  “congressional  defense  committees”  means 
the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  and  the  Committees  on  Ap¬ 
propriations  of  the  Senate  and  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 

(3)  The  term  “CommistioD”  means  the  Commission  estab¬ 
lished  by  section  2902. 

(4)  The  term  “military  instaDation”  means  a  base,  camp, 
post,  station,  yard,  center,  homeport  fisdliW  for  any  ship,  or 
o^er  activity  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense,  indudiDg  any  leasdi  facility.  Such  term  does  not  indude 
any  &dlity  used  primarily  for  dvil  works,  rivers  and  harbors 
projects,  flood  control,  or  other  projects  not  under  the  primary 
jurisdiction  or  control  of  the  Department  of  Defense. 

(5)  Hie  term  “realignment”  indudes  any  action  which  both 
reduces  and  relocates  functions  and  civilian  peraonnd  positions 
but  does  not  include  a  reduction  in  force  resulting  from  work- 
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load  adjuitmenta,  raduead  penonnel  or  funding  level*,  or  skill 
imbalance*. 

(6)  Tlie  term  ‘Secretary**  mean*  the  Secretary  of  Defense. 

(7)  The  term  *TJmted  States*  mean*  the  50  States,  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  ColumUa,  the  Conunonweahh  of  Puerto  Bico,  Guam, 
the  Virgin  lalandi,  American  Samoa,  and  any  other  oommon- 
wealth,  terriioiy,  or  possession  of  the  United  States. 

8SC.  SSlt  CLARinriNG  AMENDMENT 

Section  2687(eXl)  of  title  10,  United  State*  Code,  i*  amended— 

(1)  bv  inserting  *liomep«t  Eicility  ibr  any  ship,*  after  'cen¬ 
ter,*;  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  *under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary 
of  a  milit^  department"  and  inserting  in  Heu  thereof  "uiuler 
tte  juris^etion  of  the  Department  of  Defense,  including  any 
leased  fadhty,". 

Part  B— Other  Proviaiona  Relating  to  Defe&ae 
Base  Closures  and  Realignments 

SBC  tesi.  CLOSUBE  OP  rOBElCSf  MXLIIABr  DiaZALLATIONS 

(a)  Sknsb  op  CoNORKas.— It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congrest  tha&— 

(1)  the  termination  of  military  operations  by  the  United 
States  at  militarv  installation*  outside  the  Unitad  States 
should  be  acoompushed  at  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  at  the  earliest  opportuni^, 

(2)  in  providing  for  such  termination,  the  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense  should  take  steps  to  ensure  that  the  United  State*  re- 
osivas,  throu^  direct  pajrment  or  cAherwise,  consideration 
equal  to  the  feir  market  ^oe  of  the  improvement*  made  by 
the  United  States  at  fedhtie*  that  will  be  released  to  host 
countries; 

(3)  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  acting  through  the  military 
component  oommaEds  or  the  sub-uniSed  command*  to  the  com¬ 
batant  commands,  should  be  the  lead  official  in  negotiations 
relating  to  determining  and  receiving  sudi  consideration:  and 

(4)  the  deierminanoo  of  the  fair  market  value  of  such  im¬ 
provements  released  to  boat  countries  in  whole  or  in  part  by 
the  Unitad  States  should  be  handled  on  a  feahty-by-fedlity 
basis. 

(b)  Residual  Value.— <1)  For  each  installation  outside  the 
Unit^  States  at  which  military  operations  were  being  carried  out 
bv  the  United  States  on  October  1,  1990,  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
•hall  transmit,  by  no  later  than  June  1,  1991,  an  estimate  of  the 
fisir  market  value,  as  of  January  1,  1991,  of  the  improvement* 
made  Iw  the  United  States  at  fatties  at  each  such  installation. 

(2)  For  purposes  of  this  section: 

(A)  The  term  "fair  market  value  of  the  improvements" 
means  the  value  of  improvements  determined  by  the  Secretary 
on  the  basis  of  their  highwt  tise. 

(B)  The  term  "implements*  includes  new  construction  of 
fecilities  and  all  edutions,  implements,  modifications,  or 
renovations  made  to  existing  fecuities  or  to  real  property,  with- 
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out  regard  to  whether  they  were  carried  out  with  appropriated 
or  nonappropriated  funds. 

(c)  Establishment  of  Special  Account.— <1)  There  is  esub- 
lished  on  the  books  of  the  Treasury  a  spedal  account  to  be  known 
as  the  ^Department  of  Defense  Overseas  MiHtary  Facility  Invest¬ 
ment  Recovery  Account”.  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (d), 
amounts  paid  to  the  United  States,  pursuant  to  any  treaty,  status 
of  forces  agreement,  or  other  intemationa]  amement  to  which  the 
United  States  is  a  party,  for  the  residual  value  of  real  property  or 
improvements  to  real  proper^  used  by  civilian  or  military  person¬ 
nel  of  the  Department  of  Dewnse  shall  be  deposited  into  such  ac¬ 
count 

(2)  Monw  deposited  in  the  Department  of  Defense  Overseas 
Military  Faduty  Investment  Recovery  Account  shall  be  available  to 
the  Seintary  of  Defense  for  payment,  as  provided  in  appropriation 
Acts,  of  costs  incurred  by  the  Department  of  Defense  in  connection 
with— 


(A)  facility  maintenance  and  repair  and  environmental  res¬ 
toration  at  military  installations  in  the  United  States;  and 

(B)  facility  maintenance  and  repair  and  compliance  with 
applicable  environmental  laws  at  military  installations  outside 
the  United  States  that  the  Seoetary  antidpates  will  be  occu- 

§'ed  by  the  Armed  Forces  for  a  l«ig  poiod. 

)  Funds  in  the  Department  of  Dnense  Overseas  Facility  In¬ 
vestment  Recovery  Account  shall  remain  available  until  expended. 

(d)  Amounts  ComtESPONDiKa  to  the  Value  of  Property 
Purchased  With  Nonappropriated  Funds.— (1)  In  the  case  of  a 
payment  referred  to  in  subsection  (cXl)  for  the  residual  value  of 
real  property  or  improvements  at  an  overseas  military  facility,  the 
portion  of  the  payment  that  is  equal  to  the  depredated  value  of  the 
investment  made  with  nonappropriated  funds  shall  be  deposited  in 
the  reserve  account  established  under  section  204(bX4XC)  of  the 


Defense  Authorization  Amendments  and  Base  Closure  and  Realign¬ 
ment  Act.  The  Secretary  may  use  amounts  in  the  account  (in  such 
an  aggregate  amount  as  is  provided  in  advance  by  appropriation 
Acta)  for  the  purpose  of  acquiring,  constructing,  or  improving  com¬ 
missary  stores  and  nonappropriatM  fund  instrumentahties. 

(2)  As  used  in  this  auoseraon; 

(A)  The  term  'nonappropriated  funds*  means  funds  re- 
odv  jd  from — 

(i)  the  adjustment  of,  or  surdiarge  on,  selling  prices  at 
commissary  stares  fixed  under  section  2685  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code;  or 

(ii)  a  nonappropriated  fund  instrumentality. 

(B)  The  term  *iionappropriated  fund  inatrumentahty* 
means  an  instrumentality  of  the  United  States  under  the  juris¬ 
diction  of  the  Armed  Forces  (induding  the  Army  and  Air  Force 
Exchann  Service,  the  Navy  Resale  and  Services  Support  Of¬ 
fice,  and  the  Marine  Corps  exchanges)  which  is  conducted  for 
the  comfort,  pleasure,  contentment,  or  physical  or  mental  im¬ 
provement  of  members  of  the  Armed  Forces. 

(e)  Negotiations  for  Payments-in-Kind.— Before  the  Sec¬ 


retary  of  Defense  enters  into  negotiations  with  a  host  country  re¬ 
garding  the  acceptance  by  the  United  States  of  any  payment-in- 
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kind  is  oonnection  with  the  relanie  to  the  hoet  country  of  improre- 
menta  mode  by  the  United  SUtee  et  military  inatallationa  in  the 
boat  country,  the  Secretary  shall  submit  a  written  notice  to  the 
oongrewonaJ  defense  committees  containing  a  justification  for  en* 
terms  into  negotiations  for  paymenta>in*k3ua  with  the  hoot  county 
and  w  ^pM  of  bcoiefit  options  to  be  pursued  by  the  Secretary  in 
the  negotistions. 

(f)  Report  on  SxATim  and  Use  op  Spbcual  Account.— Not 
later  than  January  15  of  each  year,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall 
subuit  to  the  congressional  defense  rommitteea  a  npol  on  the 
eratiens  of  the  Department  of  De&nse  Overseas  Military  Facility 
Investment  Recovery  Account  duii^  the  preceding  fiscal  year  and 
proposed  uses  of  funds  in  the  apedsl  account  during  the  next  fiscal 
year.  Ihe  rewnt  shall  include  toe  foUowiz^ 

(1)  the  amount  of  each  deposit  in  the  account  daring  the 
preoedii^  fiscal  year,  and  the  source  of  the  amount. 

(2j  The  balance  in  the  account  at  the  end  of  that  fiscal 


year. 

(3)  The  amounts  expended  firom  the  account  by  sach  mili¬ 
tary  department  during  that  fiscal  year. 

(4)  With  respect  to  each  mihtary  installation  for  which 
money  was  deposited  in  the  account  as  a  result  of  the  release 
of  real  property  or  improvements  of  the  installation  to  a  host 
country  duriitf  that  fiscal  year — 

(A)  Lbe  total  amount  of  the  investment  of  the  United 
States  in  the  installation,  e^nessed  in  terms  of  constant 
dollars  of  that  fiscal  year, 

(B)  the  depredated  value  (as  determined  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  a  military  department  under  regulations  to  be 
preecribed  by  tbe  Secretary  of  IWense)  of  the  real  pmpeity 
and  improvsments  that  were  released;  and 

(C)  the  explanation  of  the  Secretary  for  any  difference 
between  the  benefits  received  by  the  United  States  for  the 
real  property  and  improvements  and  tbe  depreciated  value 
(as  so  deteruuned)  of  that  real  property  and  improvOTcnts. 
(6)  A  list  identifo^  aD  milits^  installations  outside  the 

United  States  for  woico  tbe  Secretary  proposes  to  make  ez- 

Cnditures  from  the  Department  of  Dmnse  Overseas  Facility 
vestment  Recovery  Ac»unt  under  svhsectioo  (cX2XB)  during 
the  nest  fiscal  year  and  spedfying  the  amount  of  the  piupoeed 
axpenditures  for  each  identified  ssmiaxy  installation. 

(6)  A  description  of  the  purposes  for  which  the  expendi¬ 
tures  proposed  under  paragraph  (5)  will  be  made  and  the  need 
for  sum  expenditures. 


SBC.  sots.  MODIFICATIOK  OP  THE  CONTENT  OP  BIANNUAL  REPOST 
OP  THE  COMBOSSION  ON  ALTERNATIVE  UTILIZATION  OP 
lOLITABT  PACQJTIBS 

(a)  Uses  op  Facrjiies. — Section  2819(b)  of  the  National  De- 
fenae  Authorization  Act,  Fiscal  Year  1989  (Public  Law  l(X>-456; 
102  Stat.  2119;  10  U.S.C.  ^91  note)  is  amended — 

(1)  in  perag^ph  (2),  by  striking  out  'Unimum  security  fa- 
dlities  for  nonvio^t  prisooera”  a^  inserUng  in  lieu  thereof 
'Federal  confinement  or  correctional  focilitiet  including  shock 
incarceration  facilities"; 
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(2)  by  ttriking  out  “and'*  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (3); 

(3)  by  redesignating  paragraph  (4)  as  paragraph  (6);  and 

(4)  by  inserting  after  para^ph  (S)  the  following  new 
paragraph  (4): 

*X4)  identify  those  fadlitieB,  or  parts  of  fadlitaes,  that  could 
be  effectiTely  utilised  or  renovated  to  meet  the  needs  of  Sutes 
and  local  jurisdictionB  for  confinement  or  correetional  facilities; 
and". 

(b)  EFrecTTVE  Date. — ^Tbe  amendments  made  by  subsection  (a) 
shall  take  effect  with  respect  to  the  first  report  reqxiired  to  be  sub¬ 
mitted  under  section  2819  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act, 
Fiscal  Year  1989,  after  September  30, 1990. 

SRC.  ms.  funding  for  environmental  restoration  at  miu- 
TAEY  installations  SCHEDULED  FOE  CLOSURE  INSIDE 
THE  UNirra  STA3ES 

(a)  Authorization  or  Appropriations. — There  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorize  to  be  appropriated  to  the  Department  of  Defense  Base  Clo¬ 
sure  Account  for  fiscal  year  1991,  in  addition  to  any  other  funds 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  that  account  for  that  fiscal  year, 
the  sum  of  $100,0(W,000.  Amounts  appropriated  to  that  account 
pursuant  to  the  preceing  sentence  sh^l  ^  available  only  for  ac¬ 
tivities  for  the  purpose  of  environmental  restoration  at  military  in¬ 
stallations  closM  or  realigned  under  title  n  of  Public  Law  100-^26, 
as  authorized  under  section  204(aX3)  of  that  title. 

(b)  Exclusive  SoimcE  of  Funding.— (1)  Section  207  of  Public 
Law  100-526  is  amended  bv  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

[Amendment  omitted] 

(c)  Task  Force  Report.— <1)  Not  later  than  12  months  after 
the  (Ute  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act  [Nov.  6,  1990],  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  shall  submit  to  Congress  a  report  containing  the  find¬ 
ings  and  recommendations  of  the  task  force  esrabUsned  under 
paragraph  (2)  concerning— 

(A)  ways  to  improve  interagency  coordination,  with.m  exist¬ 
ing  laws,  regulations,  and  administrative  policies,  of  environ¬ 
mental  response  actions  at  military  installations  (or  portions  of 
installations)  that  are  being  closed,  or  are  scheduled  to  be 
closed,  pursuant  to  title  II  of  the  Defense  Authorization 
Amendments  and  Base  Closure  and  Realignment  Act  (PubUc 
Law  100-526);  and 

(B)  ways  to  consolidate  and  streamline,  within  ezisting 
laws  and  regulations,  the  metioes,  poUdes,  and  administra¬ 
tive  procedures  of  relevant  Federal  and  State  agendes  with  re¬ 
spect  to  such  enviroTvmental  response  actions  ao  as  to  enable 
those  actions  to  be  carried  out  more  expeditious! v. 

(2)  There  is  hereby  established  an  environmental  response  task 
force  to  make  the  doings  and  recommendations,  and  to  prepve 
the  n'port,  required  by  paragraph  (1).  The  task  force  shall  consist 
of  the  following  (or  their  designees): 

(A)  The  Secretary  of  Defense,  who  shall  be  chairman  of  the 
task  force. 

(B)  The  Attorn^  General. 

(v7)  The  Administrator  of  the  General  Services  Adminiatra- 
tion. 
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(D)  The  Adminiitrator  of  the  EnTironmenUl  Protection 

Agei^. 

(E)  The  Chief  of  Engineere,  Department  of  the  Army. 

(F)  A  repreeenUtiTe  of  a  ^te  environmental  protection 
agency,  ^>pointed  by  the  head  at  the  National  Oovernora  Aaso- 
ciation. 

(O)  A  repreaentative  of  a  State  attorney  gencral’a  office, 
appointed  by  the  head  of  the  National  Aaaociation  of  Attorney 
(ruerala. 

(H)  A  reprearatative  of  a  public-intaraat  environmental  or- 
ganiaation,  appointed  by  the  Speaker  of  the  Houae  of  Rep- 
reaontativea. 

SBC  ias4.  COMMUNTnr  PBERHZNCB  CONSIDEBATION  IN  CLOSUBB 
AND  BKAUONMENT  OFMILITABY  INSTALLAnONB 
In  any  prooeaa  of  aelecting  a?y  miHtarv  installation  insids  the 
United  Statea  for  eloeure  or  realignment,  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
shall  take  such  steps  as  are  neoeasaiy  to  assure  that  spedal  consid¬ 
eration  and  emphaisis  is  given  to  any  offidal  statement  from  a  onit 
of  general  local  government  a4jaesnt  to  or  within  a  militaiy  instal¬ 
lation  requesting  the  closure  or  reslignment  of  such  inetallstian. 
SBC.  9StS.  SBCOMMENDATIONB  OF  THE  BASE  CL08UBS  COICMISSION 

(a)  Norton  Aot  Force  Base.— <1)  Conaistnt  with  the  rec- 
ommendationB  of  the  Commiasion  on  Base  Realignment  acul  Clo¬ 
ture,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may  not  relocate,  until  after 
September  SO,  1995,  any  of  the  functions  that  were  being  carried 
out  at  the  ballistics  missile  office  at  Norton  Air  Force  Base,  Califor¬ 
nia,  on  the  date  on  which  the  Secreta^  of  Defense  transmitted  s 
report  to  the  Committees  on  Armsd  Servioes  of  the  Senate  and 
House^onRegrssimtatives  as  described  in  section  202(aXl)  cf  Public 

(2)  This  subsection  shall  take  effect  as  of  the  date  on  whidi  the 
report  referred  to  in  subsection  (a)  was  transmitted  to  such  Com¬ 
mittees. 

(b)  General  DiREcmvE.— Consistent  with  the  requirements  of 
section  201  of  Public  Law  100-526,  the  Searsdary  of  Defense  shall 
direct  each  of  the  Secretaries  of  the  military  departments  to  take 
all  actions  neceaaaiy  to  carry  out  the  recommendatiana  of  the  Com- 
misrioD  on  Base  Realignment  and  Closure  and  to  taLa  no  action 
that  is  inconsistent  with  such  reeommendationa. 

BBC.  ttas.  CONTBACTB  FOB  CEBTADi  ENVIBONMENTAL  BE8- 
TOBATION  ACnViriBS 

(a)  F^STAELtBHMENT  OF  MODEL  Prooram.— Not  later  than  90 
days  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  [Nov.  6, 1990],  the  Sec- 
retap'  of  Defense  shall  establish  s  model  program  to  improve  Ure 
efficiency  and  effectiveness  of  the  base  closure  environmental  res- 
tcTStion  program. 

(b)  Administrator  or  Prooram  — The  Secretary  shsli  des- 
igitate  the  Deputy  Assistant  Seoretaxy  of  Defense  for  Environment 
as  the  Administrator  of  the  model  program  referred  to  in  sub¬ 
section  (a).  The  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  shall  report  to  the  Sec- 
retapr  of  Defense  through  the  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Ac- 
quisition. 
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(c)  AfpucaBIUTY. — Hub  section  shall  apply  to  environmental 
restoration  activitiea  at  instaUations  selected  by  the  Secretary  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  provisions  of  subsection  (dXD- 

(d)  Program  Requirements. — ^In  carrying  out  the  model  pro¬ 
gram,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall; 

(1)  Designate  for  the  model  program  two  installations 
under  his  jurisdictioD  that  have  been  designated  for  closure 
pursuant  to  the  Defense  Authorization  Amendments  and  Base 
Closure  and  Realignment  Act  (Public  Law  100-526)  and  for 
which  preliminary  assessments,  site  inspections,  and  Environ¬ 
mental  Impact  Statements  required  by  law  or  regulation  have 
been  completed.  The  Secretary  shall  designate  only  those  in¬ 
stallations  which  have  satisSed  the  reauirements  of  section 
204  of  the  Defense  Authorization  Amenoments  and  Base  Clo¬ 
sure  and  Realignment  Act  (Public  Law  100-626). 

(2)  Compile  a  prequaliBcataon  list  of  prospective  con¬ 
tractors  for  solicitation  and  negotiation  in  accordance  with  the 
procedures  set  forth  in  title  IX  of  the  Federal  Property  and  Ad¬ 
ministrative  Services  Act  (Public  Law  92-552;  40  U.S.C.  541  et 
seq.,  as  amended).  Such  contractors  shall  satisiy  all  applicable 
statutory  and  regulatory  requirementa.  In  adoition,  tne  con¬ 
tractor  selected  for  one  of  the  two  installationB  under  this  pn^ 
gr^  shall  indemnify  the  Federal  Govenunent  against  all  U- 
abilities,  daims,  peiudties,  costs,  and  damages  caused  by  (A) 
the  contractor's  breach  of  any  term  or  provision  of  the  contract; 
and  (6)  any  negUgent  or  willful  act  or  omission  of  the  con¬ 
tractor,  its  employees,  or  its  subcontractors  in  the  perfornmnce 
of  the  contract. 

(3)  Within  180  days  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act, 
solicit  proposals  from  qualified  contractors  for  response  action 
(as  dennea  under  section  101  of  the  Comprehensive  Environ¬ 
mental  Response,  Ompensation,  suid  Liability  Act  of  1980  (42 
U.S.C.  9601))  at  the  installatioru  designated  under  paragraph 
(1).  Such  solicitations  and  proposals  shall  include  the  following. 

(A)  Proposals  to  pmorm  reapoiue  action.  Such  propos¬ 
als  shall  indude  provisions  for  receiving  the  necess^  au¬ 
thorizations  or  approvals  of  the  response  action  by  appro¬ 
priate  Federal,  State,  or  local  agend'es. 

(B)  To  the  maximum  extent  possible,  provisions  of¬ 
fered  by  single  prime  contractors  to  perform  all  phases  of 
the  response  action,  using  performance  specifications  sup¬ 
plied  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  including  any  aai^ 
guards  the  Seoretary  deems  essential  to  avoid  conflict  of 
interest. 

(4)  Evaluate  bids  on  the  basis  of  price  end  other  evaluation 
criteria. 

(5)  Subject  to  the  availability  of  authorized  and  appro¬ 
priated  funds  to  the  Department  of  Defense,  make  contract 
awards  for  response  action  within  120  days  after  the  solidta- 
tion  of  proposals  pursuant  to  paragraph  (3)  for  the  response  ac¬ 
tion,  or  within  days  after  receipt  of  the  necessary  author¬ 
izations  or  approvals  of  the  response  action  by  appropriate 
Federal,  State,  or  local  agendea,  whichever  it  later. 
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(e)  APPUCATroN  of  Section  120  op  CERCLA.— Activities  of 
the  model  program  shall  be  caixied  out  sul^ect  to,  and  in  a  manner 
consistent  with,  section  120  (relating  to  Federal  facilities)  of  the 
Comprehensive  Environmental  Response,  Compensation,  and  Li¬ 
ability  Act  of  1980  (42  U^.C.  9620). 

(f)  Expedited  Agreements. — ^The  Secretaiy  shall,  with  the 
concurrence  of  the  AdministraLrr  of  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  assure  compliance  with  siil  apphcable  Federal  statutes  ^d 
regulations  and,  in  addition,  take  all  reasonable  and  appropriate 
measures  to  expedite  all  necessary  administrative  decisions,  agree¬ 
ments,  and  concurrences. 

(g)  Report. — ^The  Secreta^  of  Defense  shall  include  a  descrip¬ 
tion  of  the  i-n-ogreas  made  during  the  preceding  fiscal  year  in  imple¬ 
menting  and  accomplishing  the  goals  of  this  section  within  the  an¬ 
nual  report  to  Congress  required  by  section  2706  of  title  10,  United 
States  Cede. 

(h)  Appucabiuty  of  Existwo  Law. — Nothing  in  this  section 
affects  or  modifies,  in  any  way,  the  obligations  or  liability  of  any 
person  under  other  Federal  or  State  law,  including  common  law, 
with  respect  to  the  disposal  or  release  of  hazardous  substances  or 
pollutants  or  contaminants  as  defined  under  section  101  of  tlie 
Comprehensive  Environmental  Response,  Compensation,  and  Li¬ 
ability  Act  of  1980  (42  U.S.C.  9601). 
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Section  2687,  Title  10,  United  States  Code 


I  Si87.  Bam  clMurat  And  rMlifiUMBU 
<■)  NotwithfUodiBC  any  other  pronoioa  of  law,  bo  octioo  may  be 
to  offoct  or  implament—  . 

(1)  the  clocure  of  soy  military  iaotallatioD  at  which  at  Noit 
BOO  dvilioii  ptroonMl  on  auUumiod  to  be  omployod: 

(2l  oay  rwaUfiuMtit  with  roopoct  to  any  military  iaotallation 
t«f«tTod  to  ia  ptrafrapb  (1)  mndriac  a  reduction  by  more 
thoa  1,000,  or  by  more  thoa  BO  ponwnt,  in  the  number  of  civil- 
ion  pcroonnel  authonaed  to  be  employ^  at  ouch  mUitory  in- 
etoUation  at  the  time  the  Secretory  of  Defenoe  or  the  Secretory 
of  the  B^tory  deportment  ooaoersed  aotiTies  the  Confreoa 
under  ouboeetioa  (b)  of  the  Socrotory  t  plan  to  clooe  or  reoliBB 
■ueh  InatoUation:  or  , 

(8)  any  oonotructioa.  eoavereioa,  or  rahobilitoUon  at  any 
military  facility  other  than  '  militorv  iaotallation  teferred  to 
in  clauoe  (1)  or  (2)  which  will  or  may  be  reouired  os  a  reoult  of 
the  relocatioa  of  eiviliaa  peranaae!  to  tueh  facility  by  reoaon  of 
any  cimure  or  reoligament  to  which  clauoe  (1)  or  (2)  opplioo, 

ualew  and  uatil  the  provioioao  of  oubaectioD  (b)  ore  oooiplied  with. 

(b1  No  action  deocTibed  ia  oubaecticn  ia)  with  teeport  to  t^  ^ 
iure  of,  or  a  lealigmaent  with  reepect  to.  any  tniliu*'  "  ’  'lotion 
referred  to  ia  ouch  eubeection  may  be  token  ualeo*  or  Mu  - 

(1)  the  Secretary  of  l^ftnee  or  tiie  SecTotary  m  ,  ,ollitary 
department  eoaoaraed  aotiftaa  the  Committoea  oa  Armed  Serv- 
'  tone  of  the  Senou  and  Houae  of  Repreaenutivm,  aa  port  of  on 
annual  requoet  for  authoriaotion  of  appropriatioiu  to  lura 
Cofamlttoee.  of  the  propooed  clodat  or  roalJBnment  one  luh 
eilta  with  tlw  aotiTieatim  on  evaluation  of  the  ftoeal,  local  aoo- 
Bomie,  budfetory,  enviroameBtal,  ftratofic,  and  operational 
conioqutnoaa  of  eueh  eiooure  or  roolidiuaant;  tad 
(21  a  period  of  BO  lofiaUitJve  dayi  or  BO  oolendar  daya,  whidr- 
ever  ie  loaftr,  onim  followiaf  the  day  on  which  the  aotioe 
end  evaluation  tetferred  to  ia  clauoe  Cl)  nave  been  oubmltted  to 
ou^  nommlttoei,  durtaf  which  period  ao  irrevoeahlt  octioa 
stay  be  token  to  effect  or  implemeat  the  decioioa 
(el  Thie  aection  eholl  not  apply  to  the  cloaure  of  e  military  iaeta]- 
Utior,  or  e  reoUfTimeat  with  reepeci  to  e  military  ineioJlation.  if 
the  Pieeident  eerUAee  to  the  Confreei  that  euch  cloeure  or  reolifb- 
meat  mud  be  implemoBtad  for  rreeoae  of  aattOBoJ  oeeunty  or  e 
mUitory  emetfeacy. 

(dKl)  After  the  expiration  of  thr  period  of  time  provided  •or  la 
eubeoction  (bX2i  with  ear  vi  to  the  eloour.*  or  roali|ca>eni  of  e 
milJUry  inxtaUaUon.  fun  ■  which  would  othoiwlee  be  available  to 
the  SeereU'-  to  effect  th  vtoauro  or  roellfnroeut  of  that  tanalia- 
tion  mey  l<  «d  bv  him  for  eurb  purpoee 
(2)  NothibA  in  thie  eecUon  teetrlcu  the  authority  of  the  Secretory 
o  obtain  ordtllactural  oad  tulaoorlBC  aarvloee  under  eectwa  tMlfl 
ef  thi*  title. 

(e)  la  thie  tecUoa: 

(1)  The  term  **BUiury  iaeulletioa"  meena  ■  beae.  oemp. 
eoet,  doUon,  yard,  eenter,  benreport  facility  for  oay  ehlp.  or 
other  octl^hly  under  the  jurUdictWi  ef  the  DeperUbeat  oi  Do- 
fenee,  tr.rludlai  any  ieoeed  feeiJity,  which  le  loMlod  within  any 
of  the  e(\eral  Butoo,  the  Dieuiet  of  Columbia,  the  ComoBoa- 
wooJlh  of  Puerto  Rloo,  Amtrtcon  Samoa,  the  Vlrfln  leloade.  or 
Guam  Such  teno  doee  net  Include  any  feeiJity  ueed  prunerily 
for  civil  worko,  river*  oad  borbort  pro)ecia,  or  floud  oootrvl 
proiecte 

(il  The  term  "dviJIaa  perconnel"  maani  ii'to  Kire,  perm# 
oenl  dvillea  etojployeer  of  the  Deportment  of  Lieftiiee 
d)  The  term  ^realiftuaepl"  Includoe  ar>  action  wltieh  both 
reduoee  and  relooaloe  functioni  and  dvlliea  peroonnel  m 
Uoni  but  doee  not  include  a  reducUon  in  forie  reeuluni  'vow 
worklued  adjuitarente.  rwluoed  personnel  or  fundmf  w*o)e. 
ekJII  i/nt-atonjee,  or  other  tuolUr  neuee 
(4)  The  term  ‘krcieleUve  de.v'  meoni  «  day  on  which  dinei 
Heuoe  of  Coi  creeeli  in  eatOMn 
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Honorable  Junes  Courier 
Chalman 

Defense  Base  Closure  and  Realignment  Commission 
1700  North  Moore  Street 
Suite  1425 
Arlington,  VA  22209 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman: 

Pursuant  to  Public  Law  101-510  as  amended,  I  hereby  transmit, 
as  an  enclosure  to  this  letter,  a  list  of  military  installations 
inside  the  United  States  that  I  recommend  for  closure  or 
realignment  on  the  basis  of  the  force  structure  plan  and  final 
criteria  established  under  that  law.  Also  enclosed  is  a  sxinmary  of 
the  selection  process  that  resulted  in  the  recommendation  for  each 
installation,  with  a  justification  for  each  recommendation. 

1  am  recommending  the  following  actions: 


Major  base  closures  31 

Major  base  realignments  12 

Smaller  base  or  activity  closures, 
realignments,  disestablishments, 
or  relocations  122 

Total  recommendations  165 


These  recommendations  support  our  national  goals  of 
maintaining  military  effectiveness  while  drawing  down  the  force, 
reducing  the  deficit,  and  reinvesting  in  America. 

Our  overall  base  closure  policy  is  an  important  part  of  this 
effort.  The  policy  has  five  compelling  characteristics: 

o  It  saves  money  that  would  otherwise  go  to  unnecessary 
overhead. 

o  It  supports  military  effectiveness  by  reducing  the 
coBg>etition  for  ever  scarcer  resources. 

o  It  is  fair  and  :jD jectlve. 

o  It  hits  bases  overseas  harder  than  those  at  home. 

o  It  supports  the  investment  necessary  to  foster  economic 
growth. 


But  as  we  implement  the  policy/  we  recognize  a  special 
obligation  to  the  people  —  military  and  civilian  —  who  won  the 
cold  war.  We  will  meet  that  obligation. 


SAVING  TAXBAJrXR  DOLLARS  AMD  lOXMTAZMXNG  MZLZTAlUr  XrrXCTIVEMXSS 

Closing  military  bases  worldwide  saves  taxpayer  dollars; 
permits  DoD  to  invest  properly  in  the  forces  and  bases  it  keeps  in 
order  to  ensure  their  continued  effectiveness;  and  frees  up 
valuable  defense  assets  (people/  facilities  and  real  estate)  for 
productive  private  sector  reuse. 

The  defense  budget  will  decline  by  more  than  40  percent  in 
real  terms  from  1985  to  1997/  and  military  personnel  in  the  United 
States  will  be  reduced  by  30  percent.  Base  closures  have  lagged 
behind  this  overall  drawdown.  No  bases  were  closed  until  two  years 
agO/  following  decisions  made  in  the  1966  and  1991  rounds  of  base 
closures.  Under  those  two  rounds/  domestic  base  structure  was 
reduced  by  only  nine  percent/  measured  by  plant  replacement  value. 

Plant  replacement  value  is  what  it  would  cost  to  replace  all 
the  buildings/  pavements/  and  utilities  at  a  base.  We  measure  our 
progress  in  terms  of  plant  replacement  value  because  it  is  a  better 
measure  of  magnitude  than  simply  counting  large  bases  and  small 
bases  equally. 

Failure  to  close  bases  in  line  with  reductions  in  budgets  and 
personnel  constitutes  a  double  hit:  Resources  are  drained  into 
bases  we  don't  need/  and  therefore  are  not  available  to  buy  the 
things  we  do  need. 


TBX  FLAMNZO  1993  ROUND  OF  CLOSURXt  WILL  BAVS  |3.1  BILLION  PER  TSAR 

The  following  table  shows  the  costs  and  savings  associated 
with  the  1993  closures  and  realignments: 

Net  costs  in  FY  1994  through  1996  $1.7  billion 

Net  s^viPQg  in  n., JIS^.  g5.7  teilAifin 

Net  savings  during  implementation  $4.0  billion 

Annual  savings  xberesfvar ($FV99)  $3.1  billion 

The  1993  program,  coupled  with  the  previouftJy  approved  1986 
and  1991  closures/  will  reduce  the  domestic  base  itructure  by  about 
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15  percent  (measured  by  replacement  value) .  All  three  rounds  of 
closures  together,  when  complete  in  1999,  will  produce  $5.6  billion 
in  annual  recurring  savings,  measured  in  FY  1999  dollars. 


BEING  OBJXCrrVB  AMD  FAIR 

Congress  has  given  the  Executive  Branch  extraordinary 
authority  to  close  domestic  bases,  provided  the  Executive  Branch 
follows  the  established  rules  strictly  and  keeps  faith  with  the 
Congress . 

This  means  using  an  objective,  fair  analytical  process  for 
closing  bases  that  will  withstand  scrutiny  by  the  Defense  Base 
Closure  and  Realignment  Commission,  the  General  Accounting  Office, 
Congress  and  the  public.  The  process  has  wor)ced  well  so  far. 

The  Military  Departments  and  Defense  Agencies  made  their 
recommendations  to  me  on  February  22,  1993.  The  Joint  Staff  and 
the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  reviewed  the  recommendations 
and  underlying  analyses  to  ensure  that  the  law  and  DoD  policies 
were  followed. 

I  am  not  recommending  any  base  for  closure  that  would 
conceivably  be  kept  open  under  a  revised  force  structure  plan. 

My  recommendations  are  consistent  with  a  six-year  force 
structure  plan.  The  plan  DoD  has  used  is  the  Bush  Administration's 
"base  force.**  The  legal  deadline  for  recommendations  precluded  us 
from  making  changes  based  on  future  force  reductions  not  yet 
decided. 

The  "base  force**  has  twelve  active  Army  divisions;  we  will 
have  room  to  station  all  of  them.  It  has  twelve  carriers;  we  will 
have  room  to  berth  all  of  them.  It  has  1098  active  Air  Force 
fightezs;  we  will  have  room  to  beddown  all  of  them. 

Unloss  the  force  structure  is  increased  above  the  *'ba8e 
force,**  wc  will  have  all  the  bases  we  need. 

I  am  confident,  therefore,  that  future  changes  will  decrease 
force  structure,  and  will  require  more,  not  fewer,  base  closures 
than  those  I  will  recommend  at  this  time. 

While  the  recommendations  stand  on  their  own  merits,  it  is 
important  to  note  two  additional  points.  First,  with  respect  to 
maintenance  depots,  there  was  not  sufficient  time  for  the  Office  of 
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the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  review  all  potential  interservicing 
possibilities.  I  suggest  that  the  Conunission  examine  those 
possibilities.  Second^  some  installations  host  non-defense 
government  activities,  and  it  was  not  possible  to  evaluate  fully 
the  net  impact  of  the  recommendations  on  those  activities.  I 
suggest  that  the  Commission  devote  some  attention  to  those 
potential  impacts. 


COMSZDSiaMG  RBGZOKXL  ZKPACTS  CMOTULLY 

I  have  carefully  considered  the  regional  economic  impacts  of 
these  necessary,  yet  tough,  closure  decisions.  In  looking  at  the 
regional  impacts,  I  considered  the  cumulative  economic  impact  of 
previously  approved  closures  and  the  ones  I  am  recommending.  I  am 
concerned  not  only  about  the  impacts  at  bases  on  our  1993  closure 
list,  but  also  about  the  effects  at  bases  closed  by  earlier  rounds. 


UDOCZKC  OVERSEAS  BASES  EVEN  MORS 

DoD  is  reducing  its  military  forces  and  its  overseas  base 
structure  much  more  than  in  the  U.S. 

DoD  has,  to  date,  announced  it  will  end  or  reduce  its 
operations  overseas  at  sites  accounting  for  28  percent  of 
replacement  value. 

Our  plan  is  to  reduce  the  replacement  value  of  the  overseas 
base  structure  by  35-40%  as  we  complete  our  reduction  in  personnel 
stationed  overseas  to  about  200,000. 

DoD  base  spending  overseas  will  also  decline  dramatically, 
both  because  of  troop  reductions  and  because  Japan  and  Korea  are 
paying  an  increasing  share  of  the  costs  of  stationing  U.S.  forces 
there. 

While  DoD  will  continue  to  reduce  its  forward  deployed  forces, 
those  forces  have  played  a  fundamental  role  in  regions  vital  to  the 
national  interest.  Permanently  stationing  and  periodically 
deploying  forces  overseas  have  been  key  to  averting  crises  and 
preventing  war.  They  show  our  commitment,  lend  credibility  to  our 
alliances,  enhance  regional  stability,  provide  crisis  response 
capability,  and  promote  U.S.  influence  and  access  throughout  the 
world. 
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SUPPORTING  TEX  RXXNVXSTMEHT  NXCXSSRRT  TO  RZSTORX  ECONOMIC  GROWTH 

Closing  domestic  bases  and  reducing  DoD's  weapons  and 
equipment  purchases  are  critical  elements  of  a  balanced  defense 
drawdown  —  one  which  will  preserve  a  fully  capable,  albeit 
smaller,  military. 

Nationally,  the  drawdown  in  defense  spending  does  not  pose  any 
extraordinary  problems  for  the  economy.  The  economic  impact  of  the 
planned  drawdown  is  actually  smaller  than  the  impacts  after  the 
Korean  and  Vietnam  wars.  However,  the  impacts  are  substantial  in 
regions  where  the  local  economy  depends  heavily  on  defense 
spending. 

There  are  three  ways  DoD  can  help  support  economic  growth: 
investing  in  people,  investing  in  industry,  and  investing  in 
communities. 

Investing  in  People 

DoD  can  help  support  economic  growth  through  a  host  of 
initiatives  that  will  ease  the  transition  for  displaced  workers 
(military,  civilian  and  private  sector) : 

0  Military:  OoD  has  a  number  of  programs  to  ease  the 
transition  of  military  personnel  into  the  civilian  job  market 
including  separation  bonuses,  early  retirement  incentives, 
educational  assistance,  civil  service  employment  preference  and 
extended  health  benefits. 

0  Civilian:  DoD  eases  the  transition  for  the  civilian  work 
force  through  a  number  of  programs  including  priority  placement  for 
other  government  jobs,  out -placement  referral  for  private  sector 
jobs,  joint  participation  with  individual  states  in  retraining 
programs,  post-closure  hiring  preference  with  contractors, 
voluntary  early  retirement  authority  and  separation  pay  incentives. 

0  Homeowners  Assistance:  DoD  helps  military  and  civilian 
homeowners  who  face  a  financial  loss  selling  their  homes  when  real 
estate  values  have  declined  as  the  result  of  a  base  closure 
decision. 

o  Private  Sector:  Many  defense-related  private  employers  have 
transition  assistance  programs  for  their  employees  who  face 
layoffs.  The  Federal  Government  has  a  well-established  role  which 
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complements  state  and  local  government  and  private  employer 
efforts#  including  initiatives  under  the  Economic  Dislocation  and 
Worker  Adjustment  Assistance  Act#  the  Worker  Adjustment  and 
Retraining  Notification  Act#  the  Employment  Services  Program#  the 
unemployment  insurance  system#  and  the  health  benefits  system.  The 
Department  of  Defense  is  participating  in  the  Interagency  Task 
Force  on  Dislocated  Workers  to  help  focus  additional  attention  on 
this  critical  area. 

Invetinq  in  Industry 

DoD  can  help  support  economic  growth  by  promoting  high-wage 
job  grotfth  through  investment  in  dual-use  technologies  and  by 
better  integrating  the  commercial  and  military  business  sectors: 

o  Dual-use  Technology:  About  $1  billion  of  FY  1993  DoD  funds 
aro  for  support  of  dual-use  technologies. 

o  Industrial  Base:  DoD  is  looking  to  expand  industry  access 
to  maintenance  and  overhaul  work. 

o  Energy  Conservation:  DoD  is  encouraging  energy  conservation 
projects  and  is  making  such  investments. 

Iflgeatinq  in  Communities 

DoD  can  help  support  economic  growth  by  promoting  productive 
private  sector  reuse  of  base  facilities  and  real  estate  no  longer 
needed  by  defense. 

History  shows  us  that  most  local  communities  economically 
recover  from  base  closures  and  actually  end  up  better  off,  with 
more  jobs  and  a  more  diverse  economic  base  —  but  in  the  past  the 
recovery  has  been  too  slow  and  too  costly. 

DoD  is  developing  a  new  reuse  and  reinvestment  strategy  with 
initiatives  that  will:  close  bases  more  quickly#  thereby  making 
them  available  for  reuse  more  quickly#*  promote  reuse  opportunities# 
in  concert  with  local  community  efforts;  and#  refocus  DoD 
internally  to  consider#  for  the  first  time#  the  trade-offs  between 
DoD  needs  and  local  community  needs.  The  law  gives  me  considerable 
authority  to  decide  whether  the  land  is  sold  or  given  away#  and  to 
whom  it  should  go. 

DoD' 8  Office  of  Economic  Adjustment  (OEA)  spearheads  the 
President's  Economic  Adjustment  Committee  which  focuses  Federal 
assistance  programs  on  adversely  affected  communities.  OEA  also 
gives  planning  assistance  grants  to  affected  communities.  In 
addition#  DoD  funds  ($80  million  in  FY  1993)  will  help  the  Economic 
Development  Administration  to  assist  communities. 
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DoD  wants  to  ensure«  wherever  possible,  that  environmental 
cleanup  is  not  a  barrier  to  economic  recovery.  DoD  has  spent  and 
will  continue  to  spend  significant  defense  resources  on 
environmental  restoration,  but  we  will  need  help  from  Congress  and 
the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  to  streamline  the  process. 

Lastly,  we  will  create,  in  coordination  with  other  Cabinet 
agencies,  a  new  coiAmunity  economic  redevelopment  fund  to  help 
communities  most  affected  by  base  closures.  The  fund  will  be  used 
as  a  catalyst  to  spur  new  economic  growth,  especially  where 
recovery  would  be  difficult.  Funding  will  be  provided  by  setting 
aside  a  portion  of  the  net  savings  from  base  closures. 

I  have  sent  identical  letters,  with  enclosures,  to  the 
Chairmen  of  the  House  and  Senate  Armed  Services  and  Appropriations 
Committees,  and  published  this  letter,  with  enclosures,  in  the 
Federal  Register. 


Sincerely, 


List  of  Enclosures  and  Tables; 


Enclosure; 

DoD  recommendations  pursuant  to  P.L.  101-510:  List  of  the  military 
installations  inside  the  United  States  recommended  for  closure  or 
realignment,  with  a  summary  of  the  selection  process  that  resulted 
in  the  recommendation  for  each  installation,  and  the  justification 
for  each  recommendation. 


Tables s 

Table  1:  1968  and  1991  Closures  and  Realignments 
Table  2:  Cumulative  Reductions  of  Domestic  Bases 
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Appendix  D 

DoD  Policy  IVtenoranda 


Index  of  Memoranda 

o  1993  Base  Realignments  and  Qosuies  (BRAG  93)  -  Policy,  Procedures, 
Authorities  and  Responsibilities,  May  5,  1992 

o  1993  Base  Realignments  and  Closures  (BRAG  93)  ~  Redclegadon  of 
Authority,  May  5,  1992 

o  Base  Qosure  Policy  Memorandum  One,  August  4,  1992 

o  Base  Closure  and  Realignment  Proposals  in  Support  of  Streamlining  of 
Defense  Depot  Maiiiten^nce  Activities,  DecembCT  3,  1992 

0  Base  Qosare  Policy  Memorandum  Two,  December  4,  1992 

o  1993  Base  Realignment  and  Dosure  (BRAG  93)  Recommendations, 
December  9,  1992 

o  1993  Base  Qosuie  and  Realignment  Selection  Critena,  December  10, 
1992 

o  Base  Qosure  Cumulative  Economic  Impact,  December  24,  1992 

o  Force  Structure  Plan  for  the  Armed  Forces  for  use  in  Base  Closure  and 
Realignment  Process  in  1993  (SECRET),  January  19,  1993 

o  Base  Qosure  and  Reaiigiunent  >-  Additional  Guidance,  January  28,  1993 
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THE  DEPUTY  secretary  OF  DEFENSE 


WASHINGTON.  OX  lOlOl 

0  5  MAY  1932 


MEMORANDUM  FOR  SECRETARIES  OF  THE  MILITARY  DEPARTMENTS 
CHAIRMAN  OF  THE  JOINT  CHIEFS  OF  STAFF 
UNDER  SECRETARIES  OF  DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR,  DEFENSE  RESEARCH  AND  ENGINEERING 
ASSISTANT  SECRETARIES  OF  DEFENSE 
COMPTROLLER 
GENERAL  COUNSEL 
INSPECTOR  GENERAL 

DIRECTOR,  OPERATIONAL  TEST  AND  EVALUATION 
ASSISTANTS  TO  THE  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR,  ADMINISTRATION  AND  MANAGEMENT 
DIRECTORS  OF  THE  DEFENSE  AGENCIES 

SUBJECT:  1993  Base  Realignments  and  Closures  iBRAC  93) 


Reducing  the  Department's  lonneeded  physical  plant  through  base 
closures  and  realignments  is  a  top  Defense  priority.  We  have  made 
good  progress  so  far.  I  loo)i  to  you,  individually  and  collectively, 
to  recommend  further  reductions  consistent  with  DoD's  planned  force 
reductions . 

We  must  begin  the  1993  base  realignment  and  closure  process  now. 
Significant  reductions  in  our  physical  plant  can  only  be  achieved 
after  careful  studies  involving  not  only  structural  change,  but  also 
operational  and  organizational  change. 

The  attached  establishes  policy,  procedures,  authorities  and 
responsibilities  for  S'ilecting  bases  for  realignment  or  closure  under 
Public  Law  101-510,  as  amended  by  Public  Law  102-190.  This  guidance 
supersedes  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense  memoranda  of  October  25,  1990, 
and  December  10,  1990. 


Donald  J.  Atwood 


Attachment 
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1993  BXSS  MUCLIQUEXTS  AKD  CL06UMS  CnXC  93) 
POLIOr,  9R0CEDUKXS*  hOTBCOaTltS  AND  AKSPOMSXBXXJTZZS 


rvgwM 

The  guidance  herein  establishes  the  policy,  procedures, 
authorities  and  responsibilities  for  selecting  bases  for  realignment 
or  closure  under  Public  Law  lOl^SlO,  as  amended  by  Public  Law 
102-190.  The  guidance  supersedes  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense 
memoranda  of  October  25,  1990,  and  December  10,  1990. 

Title  XXIX,  Part  A  of  Public  Law  101>510  established  the 
exclusive  procedures  under  which  the  Secretary  of  Defense  nay  pursue 
realigiunent  or  closure  of  military  installations  with  certain 
exceptions.  The  law  established  an  independent  Defense  Base  Closure 
and  Realignment  Commission  to  review  the  Secretary's  recommendations 
in  calendar  years  1991,  1993  and  1995. 

This  guidance  applies  to  those  base  realignment,  closure  and 
consolidation  studies  and  reconsaendations  which  must,  by  law,  be 
submitted  to  the  1993  Defense  Base  Closure  and  Realignment  Cooanission 
(the  1993  Commission)  for  review. 

frtSfrtigni 

This  guidance  does  not  apply  to  actions  which: 

o  Inclement  realignments  or  closures  under  Public  Law 

100- 526,  relating  to  the  recrasnendatlons  of  the  1988  Defense 
Secretary's  Commission  on  Base  Realignment  and  Closure  (the  1988 
Commission) ; 

o  lirpleroent  realignments  or  closures  under  Public  Law 

101- 510,  relating  to  the  recoranendations  of  the  1991  Defense  Base 
Closure  and  Realignment  Commission  (the  1991  Connission); 

o  Study  or  inclement  realignments  or  closures  to  which 
Section  2667  of  Title  10,  United  States  Code,  is  not  applicable; 

0  Reduce  force  structure  unless  the  reduction  results 
in  a  base  closure  or  realignment  8\2bject  to  Public  Law  101-510. 
Reductionu  in  force  structure  may  be  made  under  this  exception  even 
if  the  tanits  involved  were  de.*!igTiated  to  relocate  to  a  receiving  base 
by  the  1988  or  the  1991  Commission;  or 
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o  Impact  any  facilities  used  primarily  for  civil  workSi 
rivers  and  harbor  projects,  flood  control,  or  other  projects  not 
under  the  primary  jurisdiction  or  control  of  the  Department  of 
Defense . 

Policy  Guidance 

Base  realignment,  closure  or  consolidation  studies  that  could 
result  in  a  recommendation  for  a  base  closure  or  realignment,  other 
than  actions  covered  by  an  exception  above,  must  meet  the  following 
requirements: 

o  The  studies  must  have  as  their  basis  the  Force  Structure 
Plan  required  by  Section  2903  of  PvOOlic  Law  101-510; 

o  The  recommendations  must  be  based  on  the  final  criteria 
for  selecting  bases  for  closure  and  realignment  required  by  that 
Section;  and 

o  The  studies  must  consider  all  military  installations 
inside  the  United  States  (as  defined  in  the  law)  on  an  equal  footing, 
including  bases  recommended  for  partial  closure,  realignment,  or 
designated  to  receive  units  or  functions  by  the  1988  or  1991 
Commissions. 

DoD  Coirponents  may  propose  changes  to  previously  approved 
designated  receiving  base  recommendations  of  the  1988  and  1991 
commissions  provided  such  changes  are  necessitated  by  revisions  to 
force  structure,  mission  or  organization  since  the  consnission 
recommendation  was  made.  Documentation  for  such  changes  must  involve 
clear  military  value  or  significant  savings,  and  be  based  on  the 
final  criteria 

Comprehensive  studies  of  your  base  structure  may  begin  now  using 
the  selection  criteria  included  in  this  memorandum  and  the  force 
table  in  the  Secretary  of  Defense's  March  19,  1991,  force  structure 
plan.  Your  studies  must  be  revalidated  against  the  final  selection 
criteria  and  the  final  force  structure  plan  when  promulgated. 

haeord  Keeping 

DoD  Components  shall,  from  the  date  of  this  memorandum,  develop 
and  keep: 


o  Descriptions  of  how  base  realignment  and  closure 
recommendations  were  made,  including  minutes  of  all  deliberative 
meetings; 


o  Descriptions  of  how  recommendations  met  the  final 
selection  criteria  and  were  based  on  the  final  force  structure  plan; 


197 


3 


o  All  data,  information  and  analyses  considered  in  making  base 
realignment  and  closure  reconsnendations;  and 

o  Documentation  for  each  recommendation  to  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  to  realign  or  close  a  military  installation  under  this  law. 

Internal  Controls 

DoD  Con?>onents  must  develop  and  .nplement  an  internal  control 
plan  for  these  base  realignment,  closure  or  consolidation  studies  to 
ensure  the  accuracy  of  data  collection  and  analyses.  At  a  minimum, 
these  internal  control  plans  should  include: 

o  Uniform  guidance  defining  data  requirements  and  sources; 

o  Systems  for  verifying  the  accxu-acy  of  data  at  all  levels 
of  command; 

o  Documentation  justifying  changes  made  to  data  received 
from  s\:bordinatc  cotnnands; 

o  Procedures  to  check  the  accuracy  of  the  analyses  made 
from  the  data;  and 

o  An  assessment  ^y  your  auditors  of  the  adequacy  of  your 
internal  control  plan. 

Beiponslbillties 

o  Nominations:  The  FY  1992  Defense  Authorization  Act  requires 
that  all  eight  commissioners  be  nominated  by  the  President  no  later 
than  January  25,  1993,  or  the  1993  process  will  be  terminated.  The 
Assistant  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense  will  handle  all  matters 
relating  to  the  Secretary's  recommendations  to  the  President  for 
appointments  to  the  1993  Commission.  All  inquiries  from  individuals 
interested  in  serving  on  the  Commission  should  be  referred  to  the 
Assistant  to  the  Secretary. 

o  Commission  Support:  The  Under  Secretary  of  Defense 
(Acquisition)  (USD (A)}  and  the  Director  of  Administration  and 
Management  will  coordinate  the  Department's  support  to  the  1993 
Cnnmission. 

o  Final  Selection  Criteria:  The  USD  (A)  in  coordination  with  the 
Secretaries  of  the  Military  Departments,  the  Chairman  of  the  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff  and  such  other  officials  as  may  be  appropriate,  shall 
consider  whether  the  final  selection  criteria  developed  in  accordance 
with  Public  Law  101-510  should  be  amended.  Proposed  amendments  to 
the  selection  criteria  must  be  made  in  accordance  with  Public  Law 
101-510  and  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense. 
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o  Force  Str\icture  Plan:  The  Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Staff,  in  coordination  with  the  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Policy 
(USD(P)),  the  USD(A),  DoD  Comptroller,  and  such  other  officials  as 
may  be  appropriate,  shall  develop  the  force  structure  plan  in 
accordance  with  Public  Law  101-510,  as  amended,  and  submit  it  to  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  for  approval.  Pending  issuance  of  the  force 
structure  plan  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  DoD  components  shall  use 
the  force  table  in  the  force  structure  plan  promulgated  by  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  on  March  19,  1991. 

o  Additional  Instructions:  The  USD  (A)  nay  issue  such 
instructions  as  may  be  necessary:  to  implement  these  policies, 
procedures,  authorities  and  responsibilities;  to  ensure  timely 
submission  of  work  products  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  to  the 
1993  Commission;  and,  to  ensutc  consistency  in  application  of  the 
selection  criteria,  methodology  and  reports  to  the  Secretary  of 
Defense,  the  1993  Commission  and  the  Congress.  The  authority  and 
duty  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  issue  regulations  under  Title 
XXIX  of  Public  Law  101-510  as  amended  are  hereby  delegated  and 
assigned  to  the  USD  (A).  The  USD  (A)  should  exercise  that  authority  in 
coordination  with  other  DoD  officials  as  appropriate. 

0  Primary  Peint_of  Contact:  The  USD  (A)  shall  be  the  primary 
point  of  contact  for  the  Department  of  Defense  with  the  1993 
Commission.  Each  DoD  conponent  shall  designate  to  USD (A)  one  or  more 
points  of  contact  with  the  1993  Commission.  USD  (A)  shall  establish 
procedures  for  interaction  with  the  1993  Commission  similar  to  the 
procedures  used  to  interact  with  the  1991  Commission. 

0  Internal  Controls;  The  DoD  Inspector  General  shall  be 
available  to  assist  the  DoD  Components  in  developing,  implementing 
and  evaluating  internal  control  plans. 

Submitting  Pecorotnendations 

The  Secretaries  of  the  Military  Departments,  the  Directors  of  the 
Defense  Agencies,  and  the  heads  of  other  DoD  Conponents  shall 
(without  delegation)  submit  their  recommendations  for  base 
realignments  or  closures  under  this  law  to  the  Under  Secretary  of 
Defense  (Acquisition)  for  appropriate  processing  and  forwarding  to 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  for  approval. 

The  USD (A)  shall  issue  a  schedule  to  ensure  submission  of 
recommendations  to  the  1993  Commission  by  March  IS,  1993,  allowing 
adequate  time  for  action  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense. 
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S>l>ction  Crif  ri» 

The  following  selection  criteria  shall  be  used  to  begin  base 
structure  studies  and  to  malce  base  realignment  and  closure 
recommendations.  Studies  must  be  revalidated  against  the  final 
selection  criteria  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  in  the  event 
that  the  final  selection  criteria  differ  from  those  set  forth  below. 

In  selecting  military  installations  for  closure  or  realignment, 
the  Department  of  Defense,  giving  priority  consideration  to  military 
value  (the  first  four  criteria  below),  will  consider: 

Military  Value 

1.  The  current  and  ftiture  mission  requirements  and  the 
iii^ct  on  operational  readiness  of  the  Department  of 
Defense's  total  force. 

2  The  availability  and  condition  of  land,  facilities  and 
associated  airspace  at  both  the  existing  and  potential 
receiving  locations. 

3.  The  ability  to  accotanodate  contingency,  mobilization, 
and  future  total  force  requirements  at  both  the 
existing  and  potential  receiving  locations. 

4.  The  cost  and  manpotrer  implications. 

Patum  00  Investmant 

5.  The  extent  and  timing  of  potential  costs  and  savings, 
including  the  number  of  years,  beginning  with  the  date 
of  conpletion  of  the  closure  or  realignment,  for  the 
savings  to  exceed  the  costs. 


€.  The  economic  inpact  on  communities. 

1.  The  ability  of  both  the  existing  and  potential 
receiving  convmuiities'  infrastructure  to  support 
forces,  missions  and  personnel. 

6.  The  environmental  inpact. 
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ACOUItttlO^ 


the  under  secretary  of  defense 

WASHINGTON.  OC  20301 


May  5,  1992 


MEMORANDUM  FOR  SECRETARIES  OF  THE  MILITARY  DEPARTMENTS 
CHAIRMAN  OF  THE  JOINT  CHIEF'S  OF  STAFF 
UNDER  SECRETARIES  OF  DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR,  DEFENSE  RESEARCH  AND  ENGINEERING 
ASSISTANT  SECRETARIES  OF  DEFENSE 
COMPTROLLER 
GENERAL  COUNSEL 
INSPECTOR  GENERAL 

DIRECTOR,  OPERATIONAL  TEST  AND  EVALUATION 
ASSISTANTS  TO  THE  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR,  ADMINISTRATION  AND  MANAGEMENT 
DIRECTORS  OF  THE  DEFENSE  AGENCIES 

S-2JECT:  1S53  Bass  Realignments  and  Closures  (3RAC  53) 


I  hereby  recelerate  to  the  Assistant  Secretary  cf  Defense  for 
Prcducticn  and  Logistics  all  the  authorities  and  rest jnsibilities 
delegated  to  me  by  the  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense  r.enorandum  of  today’s  date 
titled,  "1953  Base  Realignments  and  Closures  (BRAC  53) 
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ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON.  DC  S0301-S000 


August  4,  1992 

moQucriOM  aho 
Leoi*^*cs 

MEMORANDUM  FOR  SECRETARIES  OF  THE  MILITARY  DEPARTMENTS 
CHAIRMAN  OF  THE  JOINT  CHIEFS  OF  STAFF 
UNDER  SECRETARIES  OF  DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR,  DEFENSE  RESEARCH  AND  ENGINEERING 
ASSISTANT  SECrXTARlES  OF  DEFENSE 
COMPTROLLER 
GENERAL  COUNSEL 
INSPECTOR  GENERAL 

DIRECTOR,  OPERATIONAL  TEST  AND  EVALUATION 
ASSISTANTS  TO  THE  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR,  ADMINISTRATION  AND  MANAGEMENT 
DIRECTORS  OF  THE  DEFENSE  AGENCIES 

SUBJECT:  1993  Base  Closure  Policy  Memorandum  One 


Background 

Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense  memorandum  of  May  5,  1992, 
(attached)  established  policy,  procedures,  authorities,  and 
responsibilities  for  closing  and  realigning  bases  under  Public 
Law  (P.L.)  1C1'-510,  as  amended  by  P.L.  102-190,  for  the  1993  base 
closure  process  (BRAC  93) .  The  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for 
Acquisition  delegated  USD (A)  authorities  and  responsibilities  to 
the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Production  and  Logistics 
(ASD(P&L))  on  May  5,  1992,  (also  attached).  This  memorandum  is 
the  first  in  a  series  of  additional  ASD(P4L)  policy  memoranda 
implementing  the  Deputy  Secretary's  BRAC  93  guidance.  ASD (P4L) 
policy  memoranda  of  January  7,  February  13,  March  7  and  March  26, 
1291,  are  hereby  cancelled. 

Cumulative  Impact*  on  Inatallations 

P.L.  101-510  stipulates  that  no  action  may  be  ta)cen  to  carry 
out  a  closure  or  realignment  that  exceeds  the  thresholds  set 
forth  in  the  Act,  until  those  actions  have  obtained  final 
approval  pursuant  to  the  Act. 

In  determining  whether  the  Act's  numerical  closure  or 
realignment  thr'esholds  are  met,  independent  actions  that  result 
in  closures  or  realignments  shall  be  considered  separately.  In 
other  words,  the  cumulative  impact  of  independent  actions  need 
not  be  considered  when  determining  application  of  the  Act. 
However,  closure  or  realignment  actions  shall  not  be  broicen  into 
smaller  increments  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  application  of  the 
Act.  Subject  to  the  foregoing,  ciosure  or  realignment  actions 
that  do  not  exceed  the  numerical  thresholds  set  forth  in  the  Act 
may  proceed  outside  the  established  BRAC  93  process.  Questions 
whether  or  not  proposed  actions  are  independent  should  be 
referred  to  DoD  Components'  General  Counsel. 
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Applicability  of  P.L. 101-510 

DoD  Components  must  use  a  common  date  to  determine  P.L. 
101-510  applicability.  For  BRAC  93,  the  conuuon  date  will  be 
September  30,  1992,  the  last  quarter  of  actual  data  available  for 
use  in  making  BRAC  93  recommendations  before  March  15,  1993, 
reporting  deadline. 

Also,  nonappropriated  fund  employees  are  not  direct  hire, 
permanent  civilian  employees  of  the  Department  of  Defense,  as 
defined  by  P.L.  101-510,  and  therefore  should  not  be  considered 
in  determining  applicability  of  the  law. 

Activities  in  Leased  Space 

DoD  Component  organizations  located  in  leased  space  are 
subject  to  P.L.  101-510.  Civilian  personnel  authorizations  of 
organizations  in  leased  space,  which  are  part  of  an  organization 
located  on  a  nearby  military  installation  or  one  within  the  same 
metropolitan  statistical  area  (MSA),  shall  be  considered  part  of 
the  civilian  personnel  authorizations  of  that  installation.  Each 
DoD  Component  should  aggregate  the  remaining  civilian  personnel 
authorizations  of  their  organizations  in  leased  space  within  a 
MSA  and  consider  the  aggregate  to  be  a  single  installation  for 
applying  the  numerical  thresholds  of  P.L.  101-510.  For  the 
National  Capital  Region  (NCR),  the  NCR,  as  defined  by  the 
Nctronal  Capital  Planning  Act  (40USC71),  will  be  used  as  the  MSA. 

Categories  of  Bases 

One  of  the  first  steps  in  evaluating  the  base  structure  for 
potential  closures  or  realignments  must  involve  grouping 
installations  with  like  missions,  capabilities,  or  attributes 
into  categories,  and  when  applicable,  subcategories. 

Categorizing  bases  is  the  necessary  link  between  the  forces 
described  in  the  Force  Structure  Plan  and  the  base  structure. 
Determining  Cotegorics  of  bases  is  a  DoD  Component 
responsibility. 

Capacitv/Militarv  Value  Analvaef 

Another  early  evaluation  step  is  determining  whether  each 
category/subcategory  has  potential  excess  capacity  for  the  end 
state  force  levels  contained  in  tne  Force  Structure  Plan.  Should 
no  excess  capacity  be  found  in  a  category/subcategory,  there  is 
no  need  to  continue  analyzing  that  portion  of  the  base  structure, 
unless  there  is  a  military  value  or  other  reason  to  continue  the 
analysis.  Bases  in  such  categories/subcategories  shall  remain 
available  as  potential  receivers  of  missions  or  functions. 
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Conversely,  if  you  recommend  a  base  for  closure  or 
realignment,  your  analysis  must  have  considered  all  bases  within 
that  category/subcategory,  as  well  as  cross-category 
opportunities.  If  in  applying  the  military  value  criteria,  you 
find  bases  that  are  militarily/geographically  unique  or 
mission-essential  (such  that  no  other  base  could  substitute  for 
them)  you  may  justify  that  fact  and  exclude  these  bases  from 
further  analysis. 

Criteria  Measures /Factora 

DoD  Components  must  develop  and  use  one  or  more 
measures/factors  for  applying  each  of  the  final  criteria  to  base 
structure  analyses.  While  objective  measures/factors  are 
desirable,  they  will  not  always  be  possible  to  develop. 
Measures/factors  may  also  vary  for  different  categories  of  bases. 
DoD  Components  must  describe  the  relationship  between  each 
measure/factor  used  and  the  final  criteria  in  BRAC  93 
documentation . 

Cross-Category /Multi-Service  Qpportonitiea 

DoD  Components  should  continually  look  for  cross-category 
opportunities,  and  cooperate  with  sister  Services  and  Defense 
Agencies  to  pursue  multi-service  asset  sharing  or  exchange, 
throughout  the  BRAC  93  process. 

COBRA  Cost  Model 

DoD  Components  must  use  the  Cost  of  Base  Realignment  Actions 
(COBRA)  cost  model  to  calculate  the  costs,  savings  and  return  on 
investment  of  proposed  closures  and  realignments.  Dollar  inputs 
to  COBRA  will  be  in  FY  1994  constant  dollars.  The  Army  is 
executive  agent  for  COBRA.  Model  improvements  and  documentation 
will  be  completed  by  October,  1992. 

Section  2621(e)(3)  of  P.L.  102-190  amended  P.L.  101-510  and 
required  specified  DoD  personnel  to  certify  to  the  best  of  their 
]cnowledge  and  belief  that  information  provided  to  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  or  the  1993  Base  Closure  and  Realignment  Commission 
(the  1993  Commission)  concerning  the  closure  or  realignment  of  a 
military  installation  is  accurate  and  complete. 

The  Deputy  Secretary's  BRAC  93  memorandum  requires  DoD 
Components  to  establish  an  internal  control  plan  to  ensure  the 
accuracy  of  data  used  in  BRAC  93  analyses. 
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In  View  of  the  above,  DoD  components  shall  establish 
procedures  and  designate  appropriate  personnel  to  certify  that 
data  collected  for  use  in  ERAC  93  analyses  is  accurate  and 
complete  to  the  best  of  that  person's  Jcnowledge  and  belief.  DoD 
Components'  certification  procedures  should  be  incorporated  with 
the  required  internal  control  plan.  Both  are  subject  to  audit  by 
the  General  Accounting  Office.  Finally,  Secretaries  of  the 
Military  Departments,  Directors  of  Defense  Agencies,  and  heads  of 
other  DoD  Components  must  certify  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
that  data  used  in  making  BRAC  93  recommendations  to  the  Secretary 
are  accurate  and  complete  to  the  best  of  their  knowledge  and 
belief . 

Information  provided  to  the  1993  Commission  pursuant  to  a 
request  after  March  15,  1993,  must  also  be  certified.  However, 
ASD(P&L)  involvement  must  be  maintained,  as  ASD(PiL)  has  been 
designated  the  primary  point  of  contact  for  DoD  with  the  1993 
CoiTuT.ission .  Also,  DoD  Component  certification  procedures  must 
not  result  in  lengthy  delays  in  providing  requested  information. 
DoD  Components  must  therefore  establish  special  procedures  to 
e.nsure  not  only  that  appropriate  certifications  are  made  by 
designated  personnel,  bur  also  that  responses  to  requests  for 
information  are  timely,  while  allowing  sufficient  time  for  DoD 
Component  headquarters  and  ASD(PaL)  involvement. 

Force  Structure  Plan 

The  Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  should  coordinate 
the  Force  Structure  Plan  required  by  the  Deputy  Secretary's  BRAC 
S3  memorandum  with  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Program 
Analysis  and  Evaluation,  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  for 
Reserve  Affairs,  and  the  General  Counsel,  in  addition  to  the 
Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Policy,  ASD{P6L),  and  DoD 
Comptroller . 

Dissemination  of  Guidance 

DoD  Components  shall  disseminate  the  Deputy  Secretary's 
guidance,  this  policy  memorandum,  and  subsequent  policy  memoranda 
as  widely  as  possible  throughout  their  organizations. 


Attachments 


diL  Yn’-WL 

Colin  McMillan 

Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense 
(Production  and  Logistics) 
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THE  DEPUTY  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON.  D.C.  S03OM00O 


MEMORANDUM  FOR;  SECRETARIES  OFTHE  MILITARY  DEPARTMENTS 

CHAIRMAN  OF  THE  JOINT  CHIEFS  OF  STAFF 
UNDER  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE  FOR  ACQUISITION 

SUBJECT :  Base  Closure  and  Realignment  Proposals  in  Support  of  Streamlining  of 

Defense  Depot  Maintenance  Activities 


To  streamline  defense  depot  maintenance  aaivtties  and  increase  efficiency,  the 
Secretaries  of  the  Military  Departments,  in  coordination  with  the  Chairman  of  the 
Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  and  the  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Acquisition,  shall 
prepare  integrated  proposals,  with  cross-Service  inputs,  to  streamline  defense  depot 
maintenance  activities,  for  the  Secretary  of  Defense's  consideration  for  submission 
to  the  1993  Base  Closure  and  Realignment  Commission  under  the  Defense  Base 
ClosureandRealignmentActof  1990  (Title  XXIX  of  Public  Law  101*510).  Such 
proposals  shall  be  designed  to  support  the  following  lead  Military  Department 
assignments  for  defense-wide  depot  maintenance: 

Department  of  the  Army  lead  —  ground  weapon  systems  and  equipment 

Department  of  the  Navy  lead  -  ships,  other  watercraft,  and  ship  systems 

Department  of  the  Air  Force  lead  fixed  and  rotary  wing  aviation  and 

aviation  systems. 

The  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Acquisition  ma'y  issue  such  instructions  as  may  be 
necessary  to  implement  this  memorandum.  Innructions  to  the  Military  Departments 
shall  be  issued  through  the  Secretaries  of  the  Military  Departments. 
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ASSIS  TANT  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON,  DC  20901  >0000 


MOOUCTtOM  AND 

Loaimc* 


0  4  OK  1992 


MEMORANDUM  FOR  SECRETARIES  OF  THE  MILITARY  DEPARTMENTS 
DIRECTORS  OF  THE  DEFENSE  AGENCIES 
CHAIRMAN  OF  THE  JOINT  CHIEFS  OF  STAFF 
UNDER  SECRETARIES  OF  DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR/  DEFENSE  RESEARCH  AND  ENGINEERING 
ASSISTANT  SECRETARIES  OF  DEFENSE 
COMPTROLLER 
GENERAL,  COUNSEL 
INSPECTOR  GENERAL 

DIRECTOR,  OPERATIONAL  TEST  AND  EVALUATION 
ASSISTANTS  TO  THE  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR,  ADMINISTRATION  AND  MANAGEMENT 

SUBJECT:  Base  Closure  Policy  Memorandum  Two 


This  memorandum  is  the  second  in  a  series  of  additional 
ASD(P£L)  policy  guidance  Implementing  the  Defense  Base  Closure 
and  Realignment  Act  of  1990  (Public  Law  101-510),  as  amended,  and 
the  Deputy  Secretary's  1993  Base  Realignment  and  Closure 
(BRAC  93)  guidance  of  May  5,  1992.  ASD(P(L)  Policy  Memorandum 
One  was  dated  August  4,  1992. 


The  Secretaries  of  the  Military  Departments  will  be 
responsible  for  including  Military  Treatment  Facilities  (MTFs)  in 
their  BRAC  93  analyses.  Nominations  of  the  Military  Departments 
of  MTF  closures  or  realignments  will  be  reviewed  by  the  Assistant 
Secretary  of  Defense  for  Health  Affairs  (ASD(HA))  and  returned  to 
the  Secretaries  of  the  Military  Departments.  The  final 
recommendations  of  the  Secretaries  of  the  Military  Departments  to 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  will  include  the  views  of  the  ASD(HA), 
if  different  from  those  of  the  Secretaries  of  the  Military 
Departments. 
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The  Secretaries  of  the  Military  Departments  and  ASD(HA), 
working  together  through  the  Health  Affairs  Base  Closure  Joint 
Service  Working  Group,  nay  also  identify  MTFs  as  candidates  for 
closure  or  reduction,  such  as  when  multiple  DoD  health  care 
delivery  activities  create  overlapping  catchment  areas  or  when 
small  beneficiary  populations  reside  within  areas  where  more  cost 
effective  alternatives  should  be  considered.  Working  group 
recommendations  will  be  forwarded  to  the  Secretaries  of  the 
Military  Departments  for  inclusion  in  their  final  recommendations 
as  appropriate.  If  the  Secretary  of  a  Military  Department 
disagrees  with  a  closure  recommendation  forwarded  by  the  Health 
Affairs  Base  Closure  Joint  Service  Working  Group,  the  Secretary 
shall  forward  the  Group's  recommendation  with  the  Secretary's 
reason  for  disagreeing,  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense. 

Return  on  Investment  (RQI) 

Return  on  investment  must  be  calculated,  considered  and 
reported  with  DoD  Components'  justifications  for  each  recommended 
closure  or  realignment  package.  All  costs  and  savings 
attributable  over  time  to  a  closure  or  realignment  package, 
subject  to  the  below  guidance,  should  be  calculated,  including 
costs  or  savings  at  receiving  locations.  Costs  or  savings 
elements  that  are  identified,  but  determined  to  be  insignificant, 
need  not  be  calculated.  However,  DoD  Component  records  should 
indicate  that  determination. 

The  Cost  of  Base  Realignment  Actions  (COBRA)  model 
calculates  return  on  investment.  A5D(P<L)  Policy  Memorandum  One 
required  the  Military  Departments  and  Defense  Agencies  to  use  the 
current  COBRA  version  (4.0),  in  order  to  ensure  consistency  in 
methodology.  Although  the  model  does  not  produce  budget  quality 
data,  it  uses  standard  cost  factors  and  algorithms  to  estimate 
costs  and  savings  over  time. 

We  recognize  that  Military  Department  and  Defense  Agency 
planning  and  accounting  mechanisms  are  sufficiently  different  to 
warrant  Department /Agency  specific  standard  cost  factors  in  the 
COBRA  model.  DoD  Component  documentation  must  justify  the  use  of 
such  cost  factors. 

Attachment  1  provides  additional  guidance  on  the  COBRA  model 
and  return  on  investment  calculations  for  those  rare  instances 
when  it  is  impossible  to  use  the  COBRA  model  for  calculations. 

Specific  instructions  follow  for  the  calculation  of  health 
care  costs,  unemployment  costs.  Homeowners  Assistance  Program  and 
environmental  costs,  and  savings  for  input  to  the  COBRA  model. 
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o  Health  Care  Costs 

00  CHAMPUS  Costs  Base  closures  and  realignments  can 
have  an  impact  on  CHAMPUS  costs  DoD-wide.  These  net  cost  impacts 
must  be  included  in  analyses  of  closures  or  realignments 
involving  Military  Treatment  Facilities. 

oo  Medicare  Costs  Medicare  costs  will  not  be  Included 
in  DoD  Component  cost  analyses.  The  Medicare  program  consists  of 
Part  A  (hospital  and  related  costs)  and  Part  B  (supplemental 
costs) .  Part  A  is  financed  by  Medicare  payroll  taxes.  The  only 
appropriated  funds  used  to  support  Medicare  are  those  portions  of 
the  Part  B  costs  that  exceed  the  monthly  premiums  paid  by  the 
members/beneficiaries.  Therefore#  total  Medicare  appropriations 
will  not  significantly  change  return  on  investment  calculations. 

o  Unemployment  Costs  The  Military  Departments  and  Defense 
Agencies  annually  budget  unemployment  contributions  to  the 
Federal  Employees  Compensation  Account  for  DoD  military  and 
civilian  employees.  DoD  Components  should  include  the 
contributions  attributable  to  closures  and  realignments  in  their 
cost  calculations. 

o  Homeowners  Assistance  Program  (HAP)  The  Secretary  of  the 
Army  will  provide  each  Military  Department  and  Defense  Agency 
with  a  list  of  installations  that  have  a  reasonable  probability 
of  having  a  HAP  program  approved#  should  the  installation  be 
selected  for  closure  or  realignment.  HAP  costs  will  be  included 
for  each  of  the  installations  so  identified  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army. 

o  Environmental  Restoration  Costs  Environmental 
Restoration  costs  at  closing  bases  are  not  to  be  considered  in 
cost  of  closure  calculations.  DoD  has  a  legal  obligation  for 
environmental  restoration  regardless  of  whether  a  base  is  closed 
or  realigned.  Where  closing  or  realigning  installations  have 
unique  contamination  problems  requiring  environmental 
restoration#  these  vrin  be  considered  as  a  potential  limitation 
on  near-term  community  reuse  of  the  installation. 

o  Environmental  Compliance  Costs  Environmental  compliance 
costs  can  be  a  factor  in  a  base  closure  or  realignment  decision. 
Costs  associated  with  bringing  existing  practices  into  compliance 
with  environmental  rules  and  regulations  can  potentially  be 
avoided  when  the  base  closes.  Environmental  compliance  costs  may 
be  incurred  at  receiving  locations  also#  and  therefore  will  be 
estimated. 
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o  Land  Value  Given  existing  statute  and  practice 
regarding  the  disposal  of  real  pr  'crty,  especially  public 
benefit  transfers,  land  and  facil...  >es  value  may  not  always  be 
realized.  In  cases  where  some  proceeds  can  be  expected.  Military 
Departments  and  Defense  Agencies  must  estimate  the  amount  to  be 
received  for  such  real  property.  Estimated  land  and  facility 
value  will  generally  be  based  on  the  anticipated  highest  and  best 
use  for  the  land  and  facilities,  asstiming  appropriate  zoning, 
unless  readily  available  informtcion  indicates  that  zoning  is 
likely  to  be  more  restrictive.  Where  installations  have  tinique 
contamination  problems,  a  portion  of  the  installation  may  have  to 
be  segregated  from  disposal  so  that  community  reuse  may  proceed 
on  the  balance.  Estimated  value  should  be  adjusted:  for  any 
such  parceling,  including  discounting  proceeds  when  sale  of 
contaminated  property  is  possible  only  after  cleanup  is  complete; 
for  reduced  prices  where  property  is  likely  to  be  sold  for 
restricted  uses;  or,  when  significant  public  benefit  discount 
transfers  are  anticipated. 

o  Force  Structure  Savinas  The  savings  associated  with 
force  structure  drawdowns  shall  net  be  included  in  the  return  on 
investment  calculations.  While  decreased  force  structure  will 
often  be  the  underlying  reason  for  recommending  base  closures  or 
realignments,  the  savings  associated  with  closing  bases  should  be 
founded  on  the  elimination  of  base  operating  support  (BOS), 
infrastructure  and  related  costs. 

o  Military  Construction  Military  Departments  and  Defense 
Agencies  will  describe  anticipated  construction  requirements 
(barracks  square  feet,  etc.)  to  implement  a  BRAC  recommendation 
and  not  actual  projects.  These  requirements  only  become  projects 
during  the  implementation  phase  after  the  Commission  meets  and 
after  installation  site  surveys  are  conducted  and  formal  project 
documents  (DD  1391s)  are  prepared. 

o  Construction  Cost  Avoidances  Closing  and  realigning 
bases  can  result  in  construction  cost  avoidances.  Cost 
avoidances  should  include  FY94*'99  programmed  military  and  family 
housing  construction  that  can  be  avoided  at  the  closing  or 
realigning  base,  other  than  new-mission  construction. 
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CQB.nA  Mptfgj  Asstfippttqns 

The  following  statements  clarify  certain  cost  assximptlons 
written  Into  the  COBRA  model: 

o  Local  Moves.  Moves  of  less  than  50  miles  will  not  incur 
PCS  moving  costs. 

0  Priority  Placement  System  Costs.  Forty-one  percent  of 
all  employees  placed  In  other  jobs  through  the  DoD  Priority 
Placement  Program  will  be  relocated  at  government  expense  (based 
on  historical  data) . 

o  Students .  For  the  purposes  of  return  on  investment 
calculations/  relocation  of  students  will  only  impact  the  COBRA 
model's  calculation  of  overhead  costs,  and  as  appropriate, 
estimates  of  military  construction  requirements. 

aggngrrlc  Impacts 

Attachment  2  provides  guidance  on  the  calculation  of 
economic  Impact  on  closing,  realigning  and  receiving  communities. 

Environmental  Impacts 

Attachme.it  3  provides  guidance  on  docximentlng  environmental 
impact  considerations  at  closing,  realigning  and  receiving 
locations. 

For  environmental  Impact  considerations,  there  Is  no  need  to 
undertake  new  environmental  studies.  DoD  Components  may  use  all 
available  environmental  Information  regardless  of  when,  how  or 
for  what  purpose  It  was  collected.  If  a  DoD  Component  should 
choose  to  undertake  a  new  environmental  study,  the  study  must 
collect  the  same  information  from  all  bases  In  the  DoD 
Component's  base  structure,  unless  the  study  Is  designed  to  fill 
gaps  In  information  so  that  all  bases  can  be  treated  equally. 
Attachment  3  provides  a  sample  of  the  reporting  format  used  to 
summarize  the  environmental  consequences  of  closure  or 
realignment  of  an  Installation. 
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Receiving  Bases 

DoD  Components  must  identify  receiving  bases  for  large  units 
or  activities/  including  tenants  which  are  to  be  relocated  from 
closing  or  realigning  bases.  The  COBRA  model  will  calculate  the 
costs  for  relocating  such  units  or  activities.  DoD  Components  do 
not  need  to  identify  specific  receiving  bases  for  units  or 
tenants  with  less  than  100  civilian/military  employees.  Finding 
homes  for  these  activities  can  be  left  to  execution.  However, 

DoD  Components  should  establish  a  generic  "base  x”  within  the 
COBRA  model  to  act  as  the  surrogate  receiving  base  for  the 
aggregation  of  these  smaller  units  or  activities,  in  order  to 
ensure  completeness  of  cost  and  savings  calculations. 

Reserve  Enclaves 

On  each  base  designated  for  closure  or  realignment  the 
future  of  guard  and  reserve  xinits  of  all  Military  Departments 
residing  on  or  receiving  support  from  that  base  must  be 
considered.  Once  a  decision  has  been  made  to  include  an  enclave 
or  relocate  guard  and  reserve  tinits,  the  effected  unit 
identifications  must  be  Included  in  the  DoD  Component's 
recommendations  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense.  Military 
construction  and  repair  costs  of  fitting  out  an  enclave  for 
reserve  component  or  guard  use  will  be  estimated. 

Community  Preference 

Military  Departments  and  Defense  Agencies  must  document  the 
receipt  of  valid  requests  received  under  section  2924  of  P.L. 
101*510  and  document  the  steps  taken  to  give  them  special 
consideration.  Such  documentation  is  subject  to  review  by  the 
General  Accounting  Office,  the  Commission  and  the  Congress. 

Release  of  Information 

Public  Law  101*510,  as  amended,  established  the  Defense  Base 
Closure  and  Realignment  Commission  to  review  the  Secretary  of 
Defense's  recommendations  for  the  closure  or  realignment  of 
military  installations  and  to  conduct  public  hearings  on  the 
recommendations.  Unless  specifically  required  by  law,  data  used 
by  the  DoD  Components  to  analyze  and  evaluate  military 
installations  will  not  be  released  until  the  Secretary's 
recommendations  have  been  forwarded  to  the  Commission. 
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The  General  Accounting  Office  (GAO),  however,  has  a  special 
role  in  assisting  the  Conunission  in  its  review  and  analysis  of 
the  Secretary's  recommendations  and  must  also  prepare  a  report 
detailing  the  Secretary's  selection  process.  As  such,  the  GAO 
will  be  provided,  upon  request,  with  as  much  information  as 
possible  without  compromising  the  deliberative  process.  The 
Military  Departments  and  Defense  Agencies  must  keep  records  of 
all  data  provided  to  the  GAO. 

Actions  With  Multiple  Installation  Impacts 

This  expands  the  policy  guidance  on  cumulative  impacts  on 
installations  previously  provided  in  A50(P£L)  Policy  Memorandum 
One. 


As  the  DoD  Components  review  their  base  structure  or  conduct 
functional  studies  with  base  closure  or  realignment  impacts,  a 
determination  must  be  made  as  to  whether  a  review  or  study 
impacting  more  than  one  installation  nhould  be  considered  a 
single  action  under  P.L.  101-530.  To  be  considered  a  single 
action,  the  review  or  study  must: 

(1)  Result  in  the  closure  or  realignment  of  at  least  one 
installation  which  would  trigger  the  numerical 
thresholds  of  P.L.  101-510;  and 

(2)  Involve  inextricably  linked  elements,  in  that  failure 
to  proceed  with  any  one  element  of  the  action  would 
require  reevaluation  of  the  entire  action. 

Reporting  Formats 


Attachment  4  describes  the  reporting  formats  for:  (1)  the 
anticipated  DoD  report  to  the  Commission,  and  (2)  Military 
Department  and  Defense  Agency  justifications  for  their  March  15 
1993,  closure  and  realignment  recommendations. 
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Attachments 

1.  Return  on  Investment  Calculations 

2.  Economic  Impact  Calculations 

3.  Environmental  Impact  Considerations 

4 .  Report  Format 


213 


R«tmm  on  Invataant  C»leulatlon»  fCOBRA  XltTnatlv) 


In  those  rare  instances  when  use  of  the  COBRA  model  is  not 
possible.  Return  on  Investment  can  be  calculated  as  follows: 

1)  Array  all.  the  calculated  costs  and  savings  by 
fiscal  year  for  the  closure  or  realignment  option. 
Costs  and  savings  should  be  arrayed  uninflated  for 
20  years. 

2)  Discount  each  year  of  the  net  costs  or  savings 
using  a  10  percent  discount  rate. 

3)  Determine  the  fiscal  year  the  closure  or 
realignment  is  completed.  The  year  of  the  closure 
is  defined  as  the  year  in  which  the  majority  of 
personnel  have  left,  and  the  mission  and  functions 
cease  to  be  performed  at  the  installation.  For 
these  calculations,  a  closure  or  realignment  can 
be  considered  complete  even  if  the  installation  is 
in  careta)cer  status. 

4)  Count  the  number  of  years,  after  the  year  of 
completion,  it  takes  for  the  net  present  value  to 
reach  zero  or  become  negative.  This  niimber  is  the 
return  on  investment  years. 

5)  Sum  the  discounted  net  costs/savings  for  the  20- 
year  period.  This  sum  is  the  20-year  net  present 
value. 

0MB  Circular  A-94  applies  to  these  calculations,  in  general, 
by  specifying  a  10  percent  discount  rate  and  zero  percent 
inflation. 

Exceptions  to  the  above  guidance  will  be  considered  on  a 
case  by  case  basis  by  ASD(P&L)  if  warranted. 
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geonomle  Itnpaet  Calculations 


Economic  impact  on  communities  will  be  measured  by  the 
direct  and  indirect  effect  on  employment  at  closing  and 
realigning  bases,  as  well  as  at  receiving  locations. 

The  Office  of  Economic  Adjustment  (OEA)  will  design  and 
update  computer  spreadsheets  with  the  appropriate  multipliers  to 
measure  indirect  economic  Impacts. 

The  Military  Departments  and  Defense  Agencies  will  be 
responsible  for  determining  changes  in  military,  civilian  and 
contractor  employment  at  each  base.  Only  contractor  personnel 
employed  on  the  base,  or  in  the  immediate  vicinity,  which  support 
on-base  activities  will  be  considered.  This  is  the  direct 
employment  impact.  The  OEA  spreadsheets  have  a  place  for  entry 
of  this  data  which  will  be  a  Military  Department  and  Defense 
Agency  responsibility.  Once  entered,  the  computerized 
spreadsheet  will  calculate  the  economic  impact  (the  direct  and 
indirect  effect  on  employment)  of  the  closure  or  realignment  for 
each  a'ffected  installation.  The  military  and  DoD  civilian  data 
used  for  calculating  the  economic  impact  must  be  the  same  as  used 
in  the  COBRA  model. 


Attachment  2 
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gnvironiBTfl  Iap»^_  ContidT«tioni 


SUMMARY  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES 
RESULTING  FROM  CLOSURE/REALIGNMENT  ACTION  AT: 


Installation  NAme  ”  Location 

(Provide  a  summary  statement  end  status  for  the  following 
environmental  attributes  at  each  installation  affected  by  the 
closure/realignment  action,  including  receiving  installations. 
These  key  environmental  attributes  are  not  meant  to  be  all 
inclusive.  Others  may  be  added  as  appropriate.) 


o  Threatened  or  Endangered  Species 

o  Wetlands 

o  Historic  or  archeological  sites 

o  Pollution  Control 

o  Hazardous  Materials /Wastes 

o  Land  Use  and  Airspace  In^lications 

o  Programmed  Environmental  Costs/Cou^  Avo'*  ■  •  es 
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DapartuMnt  of  Defense 
Base  Closure  and  RaaliTnnent 
Report  to  the  Conmission 


Executive  Sunnary  (Volume  Z) 


1. 

1993  Base  Closure  Procedures 

PCL 

2. 

Force  Structure  Sunnary  -  Unclassified 

Joint  Staff 

3. 

Final  Criteria 

P£L 

4. 

Compilation  of  Recommendatione 

PCL 

5. 

Implementation 

P4L 

Appendices 

i. 

Public  Law  101-510  (as  sMnded) 

P6L 

ii. 

Section  2687,  Title  10,  US  Code 

P6L 

iii. 

DoD  Policy  Heswranda 

P4L 

iv. 

Base  Structure  Sunnary 

P4L 

V. 

History  of  Base  Closures 

P4L 

vi. 

Zndex  of  Affected  Bases  4  Personnel  Zopacts 

P6L 

Force  Structure  Plan  (classified)  (Volua«  ZZ)  Joint  Staff 

Department  of  the  Amy  Analyses  and  Reeonsendations  (Volume  ZZl)  Amy 

1 .  Executive  Sunnary 

2 .  Statement  of  Purpose 

3 .  Service  Projected  Force  Structure 

4 .  Service  Process 

5.  Description  of  Analyses 

6.  ReconMndations  (see  attached  format) 

7.  Budget  Impacts 

6.  Classified  Appendices  (if  required) 

Department  of  the  Navy  Analyses  and  ReconMndations  (Volume  ZV)  Navy  £  Marine  Corps 

1.  Executive  Summary 

2.  Statement  of  Purpose 

3.  Service  Projected  Force  Structure 

4.  Service  Process 

5.  Description  of  Analyses 

€.  ReconMndations  (see  attached  format) 

7 .  Budget  Zspacts 

8.  Classified  Appendices  (if  required) 

Department  of  the  Air  Force  Analyses  ar.r  ReconMndations  (Volusie  V)  Air  Force 

1.  Executive  Sunnary 

2.  Statement  of  Purpose 

3.  Service  Projected  Force  Structure 

4.  Service  Process 

5.  Description  of  Analyses 

€.  Recommendations  (see  attached  forarnt) 

7.  Budget  Impacts 

8.  Classified  Appendices  (if  required) 

Defense  Agencies  Analyses  and  Recoaens.  .clone  (Volume  VZ)  Defense  Agencies 

1 .  Executive  Sunnry 

2.  Statement  of  Purpose 

3.  Agency  Projected  Force  Structure 

4.  Agency  Process 

5.  Description  of  Analyses 

€.  ReconMndations  (see  attached  format) 

7.  Budget  Impacts 

8.  Classified  Appendices  (if  required) 
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H«si«  of  Hftcosmandatlon 

(e  g.,  John  Q.  Public  Naval  Air  Facility,  [State]) 


lUeoaime&dJitlon :  Describe  what  is  to  be  closed  and/or  realigned; 
units,  functions  or  organizations  that  will  be  eliminated  or 
moved;  identify  the  receiving  installations,  if  applicable;  and 
describe  units  functions  or  organizations  that  will  remain  on  the 
base,  if  applicable. 

Justification:  Explain  the  reasons  for  the  recommendation:  i.e., 
force  structure  reductions,  mission  transfer,  consolidation  or 
elimination,  excess  capacity,  etc.,  as  applicable. 


Impact:  Describe  the  impact  the  recommendation  will  have  on  the 
local  community's  economy  in  terms  of  direct  and  indirect 
employment  loss.  Also  include  an  estimate  of  the  cost  of 
implementing  the  recommendation  and  expected  annual  savings  after 
Implementation . 
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Attachment  to  Attachment  4 


THE  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON.  OC  20301-6000 
Dcccabcr  9.  1992 


^OOUCTlON  ANO 
tMiSTlCA 


MEMORANDUM  FOR  SECRETARIES  OF  THE  MILITARY  DEPARTMENTS 
CHAIRMAN  OF  THE  JOINT  CHIEFS  OF  STAFF 
UNDER  SECRETARIES  OF  DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR/  DEFENSE  RESEARCH  AND  ENGINEERING 
ASSISTANT  SECRETARIES  OF  DEFENSE 
COMPTROLLER 
general  COUNSEL 
INSPECTOR  GENERAL 

DIRECTOR/  OPERATIONAL  TEST  AND  EVALUATION 
ASSISTANTS  TO  THE  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR,  ADMINISTRATION  AND  MANAGEMENT 
DIRECTORS  OF  THE  DEFENSE  AGENCIES 

SUBJECT:  1993  Base  Realignment  and  Closure  (BRAC  93) 
Recommendations 


The  Secretaries  of  the  Military  Departments  and  other  DoD 
Components  shall  submit  their  recommendations  for  base 
realignments  or  closures  under  Public  Law  101>510  to  the 
Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  (Production  and  Logistics)  by 
8:00am  on  February  22/  1993. 

ASD(P£L)  will  process  and  forward  the  recommendations  to  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  for  approval.  Recommendations  should  be 
submitted  in  the  format  described  in  ASD(P£L)  Base  Closure  Policy 
Memorandum  Two. 

Colls  McMlllts 
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THE  DEPUTY  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE 


WASHINGTON.  O.C.  tOMI 


10  Deceober  1992 


MEMORANDUM  FOR  SECRETARIES  OF  THE  MILITARY  DEPARTMENTS 
CHAIRMAN  OF  THE  JOINT  CHIEFS  OF  STAFF 
UNDER  SECRETARIES  OF  DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR,  DEFENSE  RESEARCH  AND  ENGINEERING 
ASSISTANT  SECRETARIES  OF  DEFENSE 
COMPTROLLER 
GENERAL  COUNSEL 
INSPECTOR  GENERAL 

DIRECTOR,  OPERATIONAL  TEST  AND  EVALUATION 
ASSISTANTS  TO  THE  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR,  ADMINISTRATION  AND  MANAGEMENT 
DIRECTORS  OF  THE  DEFENSE  AGENCIES 

SUBJECT:  1993  Base  Closure  and  RealiGnaent  Selection  Criteria 

The  attached  1993  Base  Closure  and  RealiGnment  (BRAC  93) 
Selection  Criteria,  required  by  Section  2903(b)  of  ■=’.L,  101-510, 
form  the  basis,  along  with  the  force  structure  plar.,  of  the  base 
closure  and  realignment  process.  DoD  cosq^onents  shall  use  these 
criteria  in  the  base  structure  analysis  to  nominate  BRAC  93 
closure  or  realignment  candidates.  The  criteria  will  also  be 
used  by  the  1993  Defense  Base  Closure  and  Realignment  Commission 
in  their  review  of  the  Department  of  Defense  final 
recommendations. 


Attachment 
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Department  of  Defense  Final  Criteria 
for 

Closing  and  Realigning 

Military  Installations  Inside  the  United  States 

In  selecting  militaiy  installations  for  closure  or  xealignment,  the 
Department  of  Defense,  giving  priority  consideration  to  military  value 
(the  first  four  criteria  below),  will  consider 

Military  Value 

1.  The  current  and  future  mission  requirements  and  the 
unpact  on  operational  readiness  of  the  Department  of 
Defense*s  total  force. 

2.  The  availability  and  condition  of  land,  facilities  and 
associated  airspace  at  both  the  existing  and  potential 
receiving  locations. 

3.  The  ability  to  accommodate  contingency,  mobilization, 
and  future  total  force  requirements  at  both  the  existing 
and  potential  receiving  locations. 

4.  The  cost  and  manpower  implications. 

Return  on  Investment 

5.  The  extent  and  tin^g  of  potential  costs  and  savings, 
including  the  number  of  years,  beginning  with  the  date 
of  completion  of  the  closure  or  realignment,  for  the 
savings  to  exceed  the  costs. 

Impacts 

6.  The  economic  impact  on  communities. 

7.  The  ability  of  both  the  existing  and  potential  receiving 
communities'  infrastructure  to  support  forces,  missions 
and  penonneL 

8.  The  enviroTunental  impact 
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ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON.  DC  SOSOt-SOOO 
Dcctobtr  24.  1992 


KEM0R21NDUM  FOR  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  OF  THE  ARMY  (INSTALLATIONS, 

LOGISTICS  AND  ENVIRONMENT) 

ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  OF  THE  NAVY  (INSTALLATIONS 
AND  ENVIRONMENT) 

DEPUTY  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  OP  THE  AIR  FORCE 
(INSTALLATIONS) 


SUBJECT:  Bate  Closure  Cumulstive  Econoaic  Inject 


Base  Closure  Policy  Memorandun  Two  included  guidance  on  the 
calculation  of  economic  intact  at  closing,  realigning  or 
receiving  bases  during  the  1993  round  of  base  closures  (BRAC  93) . 
Specifically,  the  Military  Departments  and  Defense  Agencies  are 
responsible  for  determining  changes  in  siilitary,  civilian  and 
contractor  employment  at  each  base  recommended  for  closure, 
realignment  or  as  a  receiving  base,  and  entering  this  data  into 
the  economic  impact  spreadsheet  supplied  by  the  Office  of 
Economic  Adjustment  (OEA) . 

To  ensure  that  the  impact  of  previous  closures  and 
realignments  are  reflected  in  cumulative  economic  impact 
considerations,  data  must  also  be  entered  for  closed,  realigned 
or  gaining  bases  identified  during  BRAC  88  and  BRAC  91.  This 
information  should  be  readily  available  in  your  BRAC  91  economic 
impact  spreadsheet  printouts.  Any  adjustments  to  previous  BRAC 
86  or  BRAC  91  actions  necessitated  by  BRAC  93  recommendations 
should  also  be  made  on  the  spreadsheets  (i.e.,  personnel  now 
going  to  Base  "Y*  instead  of  Base  etc) . 

We  will  combine  Department /Agency  spreadsheets  to  determine 
DoD-wide  cumulative  economic  intact  within  each  defined 
geographic  area. 

If  you  have  any  questions  please  contact  Mr.  Dorn  Miglionico 
at  697-8050. 


David  J.  Berteau 
Principal  Deputy 
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ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON.  D  C.  20301-8  000 


and 

t-OG  l»T  IC% 


JAN  28 1993 


MEMORANDUM  FOR  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  OF  THE  ARMY  (INSTALLATIONS, 

LOGISTICS  AND  ENVIRONMENT) 

ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  OF  THE  NAVY  (INSTALLATIONS  AND 
ENVIRONMENT) 

ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 
(INSTALLATIONS) 

DIRECTORS  OF  THE  DEFENSE  AGENCIES 
SUBJECT:  Base  Closure  and  Realignment — Additional  Guidance 


As  we  go  through  the  final  weelcs  of  preparation  before 
presenting  a  list  of  closure  candidates  to  the  Secretary,  I  want 
to  review  a  few  remaining  details  for  your  submissions  which  are 
due  on  February  22,  1993, 

o  We  will  need  5  hard  copies  of  your  unclassified  section 
and  5  copies  of  your  classified  submission  (if 
required)  of  the  final  report  (refer  to  ASD(PtL)  Base 
Closure  Policy  Memorandum  Two,  attachment  4) .  We  will 
need  additional  copies  in  March  for  distribution  to  the 
Commission,  Congress,  the  GAO,  etc. 

o  Your  "Recommendation"  pages  need  not  necessarily  be 
limited  to  one  page.  The  importance  your  "one-page" 
recommendations  and  justifications  will  play  in  this 
process  cannot  be  over  emphasized,  especially  the 
recommendations,  which  must  be  complete.  Therefore, 
the  ability  to  withstand  public  and  Commission  scrutiny 
overrides  the  desire  for  brevity.  Although  they  are 
part  of  your  final  report,  we  will  also  need  your 
"Recommendation"  pages  on  a  5  1/4"  or  3  1/2"  floppy 
dis)c  in  WordPerfect  5.0  or  5.1. 

o  We  will  need  a  copy  of  the  COBRA  Personnel  Movement 
Report  (refer  to  page  125,  COBRA  User's  Manual)  for 
each  base  in  your  closure/realignment  scenarios. 


o  We  will  need  a  printout  and  computer  disk  of  your 
economic  Impact  spreadsheets  for  your  BRAC  93 
recommendations . 

o  We  will  also  need  the  niimber  of  military,  civilian,  and 
estimated  Base  Operating  Support  contractor  employees 
on  board  each  of  your  BRAC  68  and  BRAC  91  closures  and 
realignments  as  of  June  30,  1991.  This  information 
will  be  used  to  calculate  DoD-wide  cumulative  impact  by 
OASD(P6L).  Refer  to  ASD(PiL)  memorandum  of  December 
24,  1992. 

o  The  above  data  and  Information  is  all  due  February  22, 
1993. 

Based  on  our  review  of  the  new  OMB  Circular  A*'94  (October 
29,  1992}  the  discount  rate  for  COBRA  Return  on  Investment 
Calculations  has  been  changed  to  7  percent  vice  10  percent. 

Please  make  this  change  to  the  COBRA  standard  factors  file  and 
note  the  change  in  your  copy  of  Base  Closure  Policy  Memorandum 
Two,  dated  December  4,  1992.  Also,  since  the  COBRA  model  is 
being  continually  refined,  please  delete  any  references  to 
"version  4.0*  in  the  memorandum. 

Finally,  I  want  to  take  this  opportunity  to  thank  you  and 
your  staffs  for  all  your  support  and  hard  work  during  this  BRAC 
93  process. 


Principal  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary 
of  Defense  (Production  and  Logistics) 
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Appendix  E 

DoD  Base  Structure  -  Summary  of 
Domestic  and  Overseas  Reductions 

Table  lA  •  Miyor  Domestic  Closures 


U.S. 

fast:  BRACgS  BRAC  91 

BMC  92 

Bases 

Rgmalpine 

Anny 

109  -7 

■4 

-2 

96 

12% 

NavyAJSMC 

168  >4 

-9 

-23 

132 

21% 

Air  Force 

206  -5 

-13 

-4 

184 

11% 

Defense  Agencies 

-12  -Q 

A 

17% 

Totals 

495  -16 

-26 

-31 

422 

15% 

Table  IB  • 

Domestic  Realignments 

BRAC  88 

gRAC  91 

mm;  92 

Bases 

Affected 

Anny 

10 

5 

4 

19 

NavyAJSMC 

1 

12 

5 

18 

Air  Force 

0 

2 

3 

3 

Defense  Agencies 

-Q 

-0 

Totals 

11 

19 

12 

42 
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Table  1C  -  Summary  of  Domestic  Plant  Replacement  Value  (PRV)  Reductions 

(SBillions) 


FY91 

BRAC  uai 

PRV 

Rgmainfng 

FttiRdion 

Army 

151.9 

-us> 

-3.7 

1333 

12% 

NavyAJSMC 

170.6 

-10.7 

-17.8 

142.1 

17% 

Air  Force 

160.5 

mi 

17% 

Totals 

483.0 

-44.8 

-29.1 

409.1 

15% 

Note:  Plant  replacement  value  is  what  it  would  cost  to  replace  all  the  buildings,  pavements, 
^  utilities  &t  a  base.  DoD  measures  progress  in  tenns  of  plant  replacement  value  because  it 
is  a  better  measure  of  the  magnitude  of  reductions  in  iofrastnicture  than  simply  counting  large 
bases  and  small  bases  equally. 
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Table  2A  •  Base  Structure  •  Summary  of  Actions  to  End  or  Reduce 

Operations  Overseas 

(Number  of  Sites) 


Announced 


EY9I 

to  l>ate 

Remaining 

Reductu 

Europe 

Army 

847 

440 

407 

52% 

Navy/USMC 

85 

24 

61 

28% 

Air  Force 

470 

185 

285 

39% 

Pae(fielEast  Asia 

Army 

112 

18 

94 

16% 

Navy/USMC 

26 

11 

15 

42% 

Air  Force 

79 

8 

71 

10% 

Western  Hemisphere! 

Misc.  Locations 

Army 

15 

13 

2 

87% 

Navy/USMC 

9 

3 

6 

33% 

Air  Force 

-21 

8% 

Totals 

1,669 

704 

965 

42% 

Table  2B  •  Base  Structure  •  Summary  of  Overseas  Reductions  by 
Plant  Replacement  Value  (PRY) 

(SBillions) 


FY91 

Announced 
to  Date  __ 

Planned 

Thru 

FY96 

Total 

Reduction 

Reduction 

Army 

53.9 

17.9 

6.0 

23.9 

44% 

Navy/USMC 

26.4 

6.4 

1.0 

7.4 

28% 

Air  Force 

60.2 

122 

3.0 

222 

37% 

Totals 

140.5 

43.5 

10.0 

53.5 

38% 
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Appendix  F 

History  of  Base  Closures 


Background 

In  the  early  1960s,  under  the  direction  of  President  Kennedy,  Secretary  of 
Defease  McNamara  developed  and  subsequently  implemented  the  most  extensive  base 
realignment  and  closure  program  in  the  history  of  the  United  States.  Hundreds  of  base 
closures  and  realignments  took  place  during  this  period,  and  more  than  60  major  bases 
woe  closed.  Criteria  governing  bases  selected  for  closure  were  established  primarily 
within  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  with  minimal  consultation  with  the 
NGlitary  D^tartments  or  the  Congress. 

The  Congress  had  not  anticipated  the  broad  extent  of  these  actions,  and  their 
cumulative  political  impact  was  substantial.  With  very  few  exceptions,  the  closure 
actions  were  viewed  negatively  by  the  Congress. 

Legislative  History  of  Section  2687 

In  I96S,  die  Congresf.  passed  legislation  setting  up  reporting  requirements 
designed  to  involve  itself  in  any  DoD  base  closure  program.  The  legislation  was 
vetoed  by  President  Johnson  arid  die  confrontation  between  the  Executive  and 
Legislative  tsanches  of  government  grew.  Despite  this  situation,  the  Department  of 
Defense  was  able  to  complete  base  realignments  and  closures  routinely  tluoughout  the 
1960s. 

Daring  die  early  1970s,  the  Department  found  it  increasingly  difficult  to  realign 
or  close  installations  due  to  repeated  attempts  by  the  Congress  to  regulate  the  base 
closure  process  and  to  limit  or  deny  base  closure  funding.  In  1976,  the  Military 
Construction  Authorization  Bill  contained  a  provision  prohibiting  any  base  closure  or 
reduction  of  more  than  250  civilian  employees  until  the  Department  had  notified 
Cmigress  of  the  proposed  actions,  assessed  the  personnel  and  economic  impacts, 
followed  the  study  provisions  of  the  National  ^vironmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA),  and 
waited  nine  months.  This  bill  was  vetoed  President  Ford  and  the  Congressional 
veto  override  effort  failed. 
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In  1977,  however.  President  Carter  approved  legislation  requiring  the 
Department  to  notify  Congress  that  a  '  ase  is  a  candidate  for  reduction  or  closure; 
prepare  local  economic,  environirtenUu,  and  strategic  consequence  reports;  and  wait  60 
days  for  Congress’  response.  The  legislation  was  codified  as  Section  2687,  Title  10, 
U.S.  Code  and  is  at  Appendix  B.  Section  2687,  coupled  with  the  requirements  of 
NEPA,  effectively  brought  base  closures  to  a  halt 

The  Next  Decade 

For  the  next  decade  after  passage  of  Section  2687,  all  attempts  at  closing  major 
installations  met  with  failure,  and  even  proposed  movements  of  small  military  units 
were  fhistrated. 

Given  that  situadon.  President  Reagan’s  Administration  began  discussing  with 
the  Congress  the  development  of  a  comprehensive  proposal  reconunending  base 
closures  to  Congress.  Ihe  President’s  Mvate  Sector  Survey  on  Cost  Control  (The 
Grace  Cormnissitm)  included  in  its  1983  report  a  finding  that  economies  could  be 
made  in  the  base  structure.  They  recommended  that  a  non-partisan,  independent 
commission  be  established  to  study  the  base  closure  issue  in  a  less  constrained  process 
and  submit  a  list  of  closures.  Nothing  came  of  diese  eaiiy  efi'oits. 

The  1988  Base  Closure  Commission 

In  1988,  Secretary  of  Defense  Carlucci  recognized  that  the  stalemate  between 
the  Executive  Branch  a^  Legislative  Branch  had  to  be  broken.  The  Defense  budget 
by  1988  had  declined  for  three  straight  years  from  the  1985  peak  of  the  Reagan 
Administration  buildup  and  was  predict^  to  decline  further. 

On  May  3,  1988,  Secretary  Carlucci  chartered  the  Defense  Secretary’s 
Commission  on  Base  Realignment  and  Qosuie  to  recommend  military  bases  within  the 
United  Stales  for  realignment  and  closure.  Legislation  subsequently  passed  by  the 
Congress  and  enacted  by  the  President  (Public  Law  100-S26)  endorsed  this  approach 
and  provided  relief  from  certain  statutory  provisions  which  were  impediments  to  the 
completion  of  base  closures. 

Enactment  of  dtis  legislation  constitutes  an  agreement  between  the  Legislative 
and  the  Executive  Branches  that  improvement  in  the  military  basing  structure  could  be 
a  means  of  realizing  savings  in  the  defense  budget,  while  not  impairing  the  ability  of 
the  armed  forces  to  carry  out  their  missions. 
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The  1988  Commission’s  Recommendations 


The  1988  Base  Dosuit  Commission  issued  its  report  in  December  of  1988.  It 
recommended  closing  86  military  installations  and  realigning  13  installations.  An 
additional  46  installations  were  designated  for  increases  as  units  and  activities  relocated 
as  a  result  of  the  recommended  closures  and  realignments.  A  recap  of  the  major  1988 
base  closures  and  realignments  is  at  Table  1  of  this  Appendix. 

The  1988  Commission  was  required  to  base  its  recommendations  on  the  force 
structure  anticipated  in  1988,  which  was  stable.  Even  so,  they  recommended  the 
closure  of  about  3  percent  of  the  domestic  base  structure. 

Implementing  the  1988  Commission’s  Recommendations 

Secretary  Carlucci  was  required  by  Public  Law  100-526  to  accept  or  reject  the 
1988  Commission's  recommendations  in  their  entiicty.  In  January  of  1989,  he 
accepted  gH  of  the  recommendations.  The  law  provided  Congress  with  the  same 
opportunity  and  by  May  of  1989,  the  Congressional  review  period  expired  without  the 
enactment  of  a  joint  resolution  of  distqiproval.  Consequently,  the  recommendations  of 
the  1988  Commission  now  have  the  force  of  law. 

DoD's  planning,  budgeting  and  inqrlementation  of  the  1988  reconunendations  is 
on  track.  The  closures  and  lealignments  were  required  to  begin  by  January  of  1990 
and  must  be  convicted  by  October  of  1995.  DoD’s  comprehensive  financial  plan  for 
these  closures  indicates  tW  DoD  will  realize  a  net  savings  during  implementation  (FY 
8S^95)  of  over  $300  million  and  annual  savings  of  $700  million  each  year  thereafter. 
These  savings  could  be  further  enhanced  if  expected  land  sale  proceeds  of  $1.1  billion 
are  realized. 

The  January  1990  List  of  Candidates 

The  world  situation  was  changing  fast  at  the  end  of  1989  as  DoD  was  preparing 
to  send  its  revised  FY  1991  Budget  to  the  Congress.  The  Berlin  wall  had  fallen,  the 
Warsaw  Pact  was  weakening,  democracy  was  spreading  throughout  the  region,  and 
Soviet-UJS.  relationships  woe  inifvoving  worldwide. 

It  became  clear  that  DoD's  force  structure  and  budget  could  decline  dramatically 
over  the  next  several  years,  in  response  to  reduced  tensions  and  tlur'  worldwide. 

Base  closures  and  realignments,  therefore,  became  a  part  of  each  MiliU'  v  Department's 
budget  strategy  for  balancing  their  base  structure  with  their  declining  force  structure. 
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The  1988  Conunission,  however,  was  a  one-time  Commission  and  without  other 
changes  to  the  public  laws,  closing  bases  meant  using  the  very  same  Section  2687 
imKedttfes  that  had  stopped  base  closures  for  over  a  decade. 

Since  it  could  1*2  yean  to  con^lete  the  required  base  closure  and 
environmental  impact  studies,  die  Secretary  of  Defense  decided  he  had  to  get  started. 

In  this  way,  DoD  could  have  some  studies  completed  in  time  to  submit  to  Congress 
with  DoD’s  FY  1992/1993  Budget  in  January  of  1991. 

In  January  1990,  the  Secretary  announced  a  list  of  candidates  for  closures  and 
realignments  which  began  the  1-2  year  required  study  process. 

Publk  Law  101-510 

Most  of  the  January  1990  studies  woe  never  completed,  for  in  November  of 
1990  Ccmgress  passed  and  the  President  signed  Public  Law  101-510  (see  Appendix  A). 
The  law  required  that  DoD  begin  its  review  of  the  base  structure  anew,  without  regard 
to  the  January  1990  list  of  candidates  except  when  the  study  was  below  the  numerical 
thresholds  established  by  Public  Law  101-510.  The  law  established  independent 
Presidential  Coimnissions  in  1991,  1993  and  1995  to  review  the  Secretary  of  Defense's 
recommendations  for  base  closures  and  realignments  in  those  years. 

The  1991  Base  Closure  Process 

The  first  of  the  three  Commissions  to  opiate  urxler  die  new  law  (PX.  101-510) 
received  Secretary  of  Defense  Cheney's  recotiunendations  for  base  closures  and 
realigmneots  on  April  12, 1991.  Those  recommendations  were  based  on  approved 
fuud  selection  criteria  and  a  6-year  force  structure  plan  as  required  by  the  law.  By 
1991,  the  Warsaw  Pact  had  ({integrated  and,  therefore,  DoD  was  planning  on  funher 
fence  drawdowns. 

Consequendy,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  recommended  a  significant  base 
structure  drawdown  involving  31  major  base  closures  and  48  realignments.  The 
Commissioa  accqned  approximately  90  percent  of  those  recommendations  and  in  its 
report  to  the  President  of  July  1991,  rectmunended  the  closure  of  27  major  bases  and 
the  realignment  of  48  others.  A  tec^>  of  the  major  1991  base  closures  and 
realignments  is  at  Table  1  of  this  Appendix. 
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Implementing  the  1991  Commission’s  Recommendations 

The  President  accepted  all  of  the  Commission’s  recommendations  on  July  11, 
1991,  and  forwarded  the  Commission’s  report  with  his  approval  to  the  Congress.  The 
Congressional  review  period  established  by  PX.  1 01-510  expired  without  enactment  of 
a  joint  resolution  of  disapproval.  Consequently,  the  recommendations  of  the  1991 
Commission  now  have  the  force  of  law. 

DoD’s  planning,  budgeting  and  implementation  of  the  1991  recommendations 
are  on  track.  The  closures  and  realignments  are  required  to  begin  by  July  of  1993  and 
must  be  completed  by  July  of  1997.  DoD’s  comprehensive  financial  plan  for  these 
closures  indicates  that  DoD  will  realize  a  net  savings  during  implementation  (FY  92- 
97)  of  over  $1.4  billion  and  annual  savings  of  $1.4  million  each  year  thereafter.  These 
savings  could  be  further  enhanced  if  expected  land  sale  proceeds  of  $1.7  billion  are 
realized. 

The  1993  Base  Closure  Process 

The  1993  base  closure  process  is  described  in  detail  in  the  body  of  this  report. 
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n  a  t.vi  h  ^  » aia  •  n  xifii  i 


198gi:oiniiiisstoii 


ifiCtore 


Quoote  AFB,  IL 
M«di6rAFB.CA 
PeMeAFB.NH 
OeoffB  AFB.CA 
Nonon  AFB.  CA 
Naval  StMiop  Bnoldyn.  NY 

11  ReaKanmaiii 


Phili  Navd  PA 
Naval  SwaOB  OatvoMOB,  TX 
Naval  Statkn  Lake  Otariei,  LA 
PreakSo  of  San  Raiictaco,  CA 
Fort  Sheridao.  IL 


Jeffienoo  Proving  Gioand.  IN 
I/aington  Amy  Depot.  KY 
Aimy  Material  Tech  Lab.  MA 
Fan  Dooglaa.  UT 
Cameroo  Stalioa,  VA 


Naval  Souioii  Puget  Soond.  WA 

Fan  BliaB,TX 

FonHolabM.MD 

Paeblo  Anny  Defa.  CX) 

Rm  Meade,  MD 

Fort  Devena,  MA 

Umatilla  Amy  Defxx.  OR 
FKtDa.N7 

Fort  Monmoath.  NI 

Fan  Hnadmca.  AZ 

19^1  Commission 

Rn  McPheraoo.  GA 

OUBBSi 

Fort  Ben  Harriaou,  IN 

Griaaom  AFB,  IN 

FanDe«eaa.MA 

Philadeiiiliia  Naval  Sh^tyaid.  PA 

Loring  AFB,  ME 

Fan  Old,  CA 

Naval  Sarion  Puget  Soi^  WA 

Lowiy  AFB.CO 

Sacmnemo  Amy  D^wCr  CA 

NAY  ELEC  SYS  ENGR  CTR. 

Myitk  Beach  AFB.  SC 

Haoien  Mot  Abmx.  CA 

San  Diego.  CA 

Richarda-Gehaor  ARS,  MO 

ToadoMCAS.CA 

Beigaanni  AFB.  TK 

RidBeobacker  AOB,  OH 

ChHe  Held  NAS,  TX 

CanweD  AFB.  TX 

WOlima  AFB.  AZ 

bUfea  NAS.  CA 

Eaker  AFB.  AR 

Wmamitb  AFB.  MI 

Naval  Station  Long  Beach.  CA 

Eo^aiid  AFB.  LA 

Caatle  AFB.CA 

MacDffl  AFB.  FL 
Beale  AFB.CA 
AYSOOMOBOSCOM.  MO 
toianfbe,AR 
Partly  LA 

LeaeriDBaiy  Amiy  Depoc.  PA 
Rock  lalrtid  Aric^  IL 


NAVAIR  Eog  Or.  Lakehom,  NI 
NAVAIR  Devd  Qgr.  Wanninater.  PA 
NAVAIR  Pniiiii  Cir.'nenam.  NI 
NAY  ORD  STA.  IndiM  HeM.  MD 
NAY  Aviooict  Or.  Imliwpnltt,  IN 
NAY  Goaul  Syi  Or.  Raiama  Oty,  FL 
NAY  ORD  STA  Louiiviae.  KY 


NAY  Surf  Wpna  Or.  WUk  Oak.  MD 
NAY  Undaea  Waifre  Eng  Sta. 
Keypcat,  WA 

NAY  Wpn  Ca,  China  Lake.  CA 
NAY  Wpoa  Sop  Or.  Cnne.  IN 
Pac  Miale  Tai  Or.  Point  Mugo.  CA 
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Appendix  G 

Areas  of  Commission  Special  Interest 


The  1991  Commission  recommended  that  the  Secretary  of  Defense  propose  for 
consideration  in  the  FY  1992  or  FY  1993  Defense  Authorization  Bill  a  fair-market 
exchange  of  land  and  facilities  (at  MCAS  Tusdn)  for  construction  of  military  facilities 
at  Tweotynine  Palms  or  Can^  Pendleton.  The  Department  submitted  such  language 
but  the  Congress  did  not  pass  it  The  Secretary  of  Defense  has  made  an  additional 
recommendation  for  the  1993  Commission’s  consideration  regarding  MCAS  Tusdn. 

The  1991  Commission  recommended  that  the  Secretary  of  Defense  distribute  the 
workload  from  the  closing  Sacramento  Army  Depot  by  compeddon,  to  ensure  the  most 
cost-effective  distribution  of  work.  The  Army  took  the  lead  in  a  joint-service  effort  to 
develop  the  implementation  plan,  selection  criteria  and  logical  groupings  of  the 
thousa^  of  items.  The  Army  is  conducting  nine  workload  competitions.  The  first 
competition  was  completed  in  January  1993,  with  the  last  competition  expected  to  be 
completed  in  December  1993  (two  and  one-half  years  after  the  1991  Commission’s 
recommendation).  These  competitions  are  expected  to  cost  DoD  $15  million,  not 
including  increased  base  operating  support  costs,  because  Sacramento  Army  Depot 
must  remain  in  operation  longer  than  plarmed.  Results  of  the  first  competition  have 
confirmed  the  Department's  original  conclusion  that  Tobyhanna  Army  Depot’s  rates 
are  significantly  lower  tium  other  depots. 

Competition  is  an  excellent  tool,  used  judiciously,  to  spur  innovation  and  allow 
managers  to  i^ly  lessons  learned  from  competition  to  their  steady  workload. 
Competition  carmot  achieve  efficiencies  in  a  depot  maintenance  system  that  may  have 
iq)  to  50  percent  excess  c^ucity. 

The  Commission  recommended  that  DoD  confer  with  Congress  regarding  DoD 
health  care  policies.  It  is  DoD  policy:  to  operate  military  hospitals  primarily  to  support 
active-duty  military  personnel;  to  care  for  the  needs  of  beneficiaries  not  served  by 
military  hospitals  through  the  Civilian  Health  and  Medical  Program  of  the  Uniformed 
Services  (CHAMPUS);  to  close  military  hospitals  if  the  active-duty  population  served 
will  reduce  dramatically  due  to  a  base  closure.  The  Department  worked  with  the 
Congress  on  this  issue  as  Congress  considered  passing  Section  722  of  the  DoD 
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Autborizatioo  Act  for  FY  1993.  This  section  establishes  a  joint  services  working 
group  on  the  provision  of  military  health  care  at  bases  being  closed  or  realigned.  The 
wori^g  group  is  required  to  report  on  alternative  means  for  continuing  to  provide 
accessible  be^th  care  with  respect  to  each  closure  and  realigrmient.  Congress  did  not 
restrict  DoD’s  ability  to  close  military  hospitals. 

The  Commission  recommended  that  DoD  submit  its  consolidation  plan  for  the 
Defease  Finance  and  Accounting  Service  (DFAS).  DFAS  developed  a  pl^.  for 
locating  the  consolidated  workforce  based  on  a  site  selection  process  called 
"Opportunity  for  Economic  Growth  (OEG)".  The  Secretary  of  Defense  decided  to 
reject  the  OEG  process  because  be  was  not  convinced  that  OEG  is  sound  public  policy. 
Instead,  die  Secretary  directed  that  the  DFAS  consolidation  continue  to  occur,  for  the 
time  being,  at  the  existing  five  Large  centers.  At  the  same  time,  the  Secretary  will  be 
reviewing  options  for  a  permanent  consolidation  of  DFAS  and  will  make  a  Hnal 
decision  in  die  months  ^ead.  If  the  review  indicates  any  part  of  a  consolidation  plan 
would  require  Base  Qosure  Commission  review,  the  Secretary  will  submit  a 
recommendation  to  the  1995  Commission. 
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Cloaa 

93 

2J04 

0 

0 

m) 

(2J04) 

OITSO  Oovdond  IPC  (DiS^} 

PiaaatQblidi 

0 

a 

0 

0 

0 

(8) 
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15 
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36 
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